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In the present investigation psycho-demographic variables has been 
taken into consideration as independent variables and entrepreneurial 
behavior as a dependent variable, which implies success of an entrepreneur 
caused by his or her efforts and talents. The thesis comprises of six chapters. 
Chapter-! emphasises on the introduction of all four variables. Entrepreneurs 
are the specialized group of people who bear risk and deal with uncertainty. 
Entrepreneur is the one who likes to take reasonable risks, wants to know how 
they can turn out as quickly as possible and has high degree of need for 
achievement. Heselitz (1956) defined entrepreneur as a person bringing 
labour and material at a certain price and selling the result and product at 
contracted price. J.S. Mill advocated the word entrepreneur in the sense of an 
organizer who was paid for his 'non-manual type of work.' Walras defined 
entrepreneur as an organizer who combines all factors of production for the 
fulfilling of productive process. According to Haggen (1962) entrepreneur is 
an 'economic man', who tries to maximize his profits by innovations. 
According to Knight (1948) entrepreneurs are the specialized group of people 
who bear risk and deal with uncertainty. According to McClelland (1961), 
entrepreneur is the one "who likes to take reasonable risks, wants to know 
how they can turn out as quickly as possible and has high degree of need for 
achievement." 
Chapter II has been devoted to review of literature. This chapter is set 
to deal with relevant studies and researches which sets light on the variables 
which are being used in the present research work. Some researchers found in 
their study that the entrepreneurs belong to all Sectors, service, trading and 
manufacturing. 
Some researcher reviewed historically the development of Parsi 
entrepreneurs during 1750-1850; the Parsis success was attributed to their 
greater ability to adjust themselves to European power and their relative non-
involvement in the earlier civil and military administration. Some researchers 
found that business experience was a factor in the success of small firms. 
Another study conducted indicated that strategic planning cause's long term 
success to various business organizations. Other factors for success include 
quality, customer focus, innovative marketing practices, flexibility and 
employee empowerment. Some studies identified that several tools for smaller 
level business success such as good management techniques, appropriate 
operating strategic leadership and time management. Regardless, other tools 
were found to be good financial management, pricing strategies and 
motivational strategies for employees etc. 
Chapter III incorporated the method and procedure opted for 
investigation. The study was conducted on 180 entrepreneurs. Of these 60 
were successfiil, 60 were moderately successful, and 60 were unsuccessful 
entrepreneurs. For measuring achievement motivation the researcher had used 
motivation scale developed by Steers and Braunstein, 1976. In this scale the 
respondents were being instructed to give their responses on a five point 
rating scale i.e. from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The test-retest 
reliaibility of the scale is .59 and split half reliability is 0.67. The self-
confidence of the entrepreneurs is measured through self-confidence scale 
developed by Anita Malik (1996). The test-retest reliability of this scale was 
found to be 0.56 and the split-half reliability was found be 0.48 etc. The risk 
taking behaviour of entrepreneurs is measured through a verbal measure of 
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risk taking developed by N. P Chaubey.the locus of control of the 
entrepreneurs is measured through Rotter's locus of control scale. In the 
present study the researcher used Chi Square test and t-test to fulfil research 
objectives. 
Chapter IV is devoted to result and discussion. The results conclude 
that Significant difference was found between unsuccessful and highly 
successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking behaviour. Significant difference was 
found between unsuccessful and highly successful entrepreneurs on 
Achievement. Significant difference was found between Unsuccessful and 
highly successful entrepreneurs on Power. Significant difference was found 
between unsuccessful and highly successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking 
Affiliation. Significant difference was found between unsuccessful and 
moderately successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking behavior. Significant 
difference was found between unsuccessful and moderately successful 
entrepreneurs on Achievement. Significant difference was found between 
unsuccessful and moderately successful entrepreneurs on Power. Significant 
difference was found between unsuccessful and moderately successful 
entrepreneurs on Risk taking Affiliation. Significant difference was found 
between moderately successful and highly successful entrepreneurs on Risk 
taking behavior. Significant difference was found between moderately 
successful and highly successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking Achievement. 
No significant difference was found between moderately successful and 
highly successful entrepreneurs on Power. No significant difference was 
found between moderately successful and highly successftil entrepreneurs on 
Risk taking Affiliation. Significant difference was found betweqj^  
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Unsuccessful and Highly successful entrepreneurs on Locus of control. 
Significant difference was found between Unsuccessful and Moderately 
successful entrepreneurs on Locus of control. Significant difference was 
found between moderately successful and highly successful entrepreneurs on 
Locus of control. 
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CHAPTER-1 
Introduction 
In the present investigation psycho-demographic variables has been 
taken into consideration as independent variables and entrepreneurial 
behavior as a dependent variable, which implies success of an entrepreneur 
caused by his or her efforts and talents. 
The term entrepreneur was fu-st coined by Cantillon, a French Banker, 
in the mid of 18* century. According to him the function of an entrepreneur is 
to work in an uncertain atmosphere. He defined an entrepreneur, "The agent 
who buys a means of production at certain prices in order to combine them 
into a product he is going to sell at prices that are uncertain". According to 
him, the function of entrepreneur is to work in an uncertain atmosphere. He 
observed entrepreneur as a kind of person who is engaged in productional 
activities and makes certain payments to the owners of production factors in 
expectation of uncertain receipts. But his view was criticized on the ground 
that he emphasized much the element of risk and uncertainty and did not 
include many other aspects of entrepreneurship in his perception. Frank 
Kjiight viewed entrepreneur as a person who takes decisions under condition 
of 'risk' and uncertainty. 
According to 19 Century J.B say "an entrepreneur is an important 
agent of production who gets together other factors of production". 
Again, he emphasized that entrepreneur is one who combines the land 
of one, the labour ofanother and the capital of yet another and who produces 
a socially valuable production. 
Heselitz (1956) defined entrepreneur as a person bringing labour and 
material at a certain price and selling the result and product at contracted 
price. J.S. Mill advocated the word entrepreneur in the sense of an organizer 
who was paid for his 'non-manual type of work.' Walras defined entrepreneur 
as an organizer who combines all factors of production for the fulfilling of 
productive process. According to Haggen (1962) entrepreneur is an 
'economic man', who tries to maximize his profits by innovations. 
According to Knight (1948) entrepreneurs are the specialized group of 
people who bear risk and deal with uncertainty. According to McClelland 
(1961), entrepreneur is the one "who likes to take reasonable risks, wants to 
laiow how they can turn out as quickly as possible and has high degree of 
need for achievement." 
In the light of above set notions it can be safely concluded that 
entrepreneurship is simply doing new things or doing things that are already 
being done in a new way, Entrepreneurship is not a matter of heritage, it is 
entirely a manifestation of such potentialities that any individual bom in any 
caste, community and class can have. As such, any person having a certain set 
of behavioural traits and mental aptitudes in him can become an entrepreneur. 
Even if he is grown-up, has worked on a different line and has developed 
those traits or aptitudes, he can be groomed and developed as a good 
entrepreneur through counseling and motivational measures. 
Before the latter half of 19* century industrial development in India 
was practically at a standstill. The main reason for this was the colonial ruler 
whose sole interest was in exploiting the local market to his own advantage. 
Some restricted opportunities of economic development did open out during 
the British rule, but whatever social and economic modernization was 
initiated by it, was done with an eye on the politico-economic interest of the 
imperialist rule. Economic growth, in the real sense of the term began in India 
in the later half of 20* century, especially after the attainment of 
independence. Since India has opted for a mixed economy, the responsibility 
for ensuring a steady rate of economic development rests on the shoulders of 
both public and private enterprises. It may be pointed out that the spirit of 
mixed economy that we have opted is not to encourage capitalism alongside 
of socialism but to ensure a healthy growth of entrepreneurship through the 
development of entrepreneurial spirit in keeping with essential freedom of the 
individual innovator alongside the public control of the economy. 
Though, the concept of entrepreneurship and its theory have been 
evolved over more than two centuries. But the concept of entrepreneurship 
even then did not find any place in early English Economic thought. From 
Adam Smith to Marshall the economists made no efforts to define or conclude 
entrepreneurship in their economic literature. They did not use the word 
entrepreneur or entrepreneurship at all. Instead, they used the word 
employers, the master, the merchant and the undertaker. 
The fu-st major work on entrepreneurship came from Schumpeter, It 
was published for the first time, in German, in the fall of 1911 and an English 
version thereof in 1934. 
In Schumpeter's system entrepreneur is essentially a 'creative activity'. 
It consists of such things that are not generally done in the ordinary course of 
business. It is essentially a phenomenon that comes under the wider aspect of 
leadership. 
According to Cole (1959) entrepreneurship is purposeftil activity of an 
individual or a group of associated individuals, undertaken to initiate, 
maintain or organize a profit oriented business, unit for the production or the 
distribution of economic goods and services. Hoselitz highlighted the fact that 
entrepreneurship depends partly upon the appearance of persons with a certain 
psychological make-up favourable for entrepreneurial activity and partly upon 
the social and economic environment in which individuals with requisite 
personal will find it attractive to apply themselves to the pursuit of 
aippropriate economic ends. 
McClelland describes the innovative characteristics of entrepreneurial 
role. Entrepreneurial role, by definition involves doing things in a new and 
better way. A businessman, who simply behaves in traditional way, is not an 
entrepreneur. Moreover, entrepreneurial role calls for decision making under 
uncertainty. If there is no significant uncertainty and the action involves 
applying known and predictable results, then entrepreneurship is not at all 
involved. 
McClelland, like others, identified two characteristics of 
entrepreneurship. First, doing thmgs in a new and better way. This is 
synonymous with the innovative characteristics given by Schimipeter and 
secondly, 'decision making under uncertainty i.e. risk as identified by 
Cantillone. McClelland more explicitly emphasized the need for achievement 
or achievement orientation as the most directly relevant factor for explaining 
economic behavior. This motive is defined as a tendency to strive for success 
in situations involved on of one's performance in relation to same standard of 
excellence. Stepamek believes that "entrepreneurship" is the capacity to take 
risk, ability to organize and desire to diversify and make mnovations in the 
enterprise." 
In simple words, entrepreneurship means the function of creating 
something new, organizing, coordinating and undertaking risk and handling 
economic uncertainty. Entrepreneurship involves sufficient volume of risk 
and adventure in the business under personal bears, ultimate authority of 
taking decisions and formulating policies regarding business. He further says 
that entrepreneurship is an economic activity in which an individual, 
motivated by economic going, invests capital, borrowed or his own in order to 
get a return. 
The word "entrepreneur" is defined fi-om the French verb 'enterprende' 
meaning "to undertake". Peter Kilby in his writings on entrepreneurship has 
compared an entrepreneur to the "heffalump". The heffalump is a large, self 
iitnportant creature whom many claim to have seen though no one can identify 
his characteristics with certainty. 
The term "entrepreneur" has been introduced by Richard Cantillon in 
1892 but it was first accorded a degree of prominence by J.B. Say in the 
nineteenth century and then later by Schumpeter. Richard Cantillon called 
entrepreneur as an agent who buys means of production at certain prices in 
order to combine them into a product that he's going to sell at prices that are 
uncertain at the moment at which he commits himself to his costs. J.B. Say 
expanded the term, and bringing together of the factors of production, 
provision of continuing management as well as risk bearing were included in 
entrepreneurial function. Schumpeter (1934) put the human agent at the center 
of the process of economic development and regarded an entrepreneur as one 
who, through new combinations of means of production, carries out of the 
introduction of a new goods, the introduction of a new method of production, 
the opening of a new market, the conquest of a new source of supply of raw 
mEiterials or half manufactured goods, and carrying out of the new 
organization of an industry. 
According to Knight (1948) entrepreneurs are the specialized group of 
people who bear risk and deal with uncertainty. The Fimk and Wagnalls 
Standard Dictionary (1958) define him as "one who undertake to start and 
conduct an enterprise or business, assuming full control and risks." 
Cole (1959) defined entrepreneurs as "the purposeful individual or 
group of associate individuals who have undertaken to indicate, maintain 
profit oriented business unit for the production of contribution of economic 
goods and services. Websters (1961) defined entrepreneurs as "the organizer 
of an economic venture, especially one who organizes owns. Manages and 
assumes the risk of the business. 
McClelland (1961) viewed, entrepreneur is the one "who likes to take 
reasonable risks. Wants to know how they can turn out as quickly as possible 
and has high degree of need for achievement, "Further, he defined 
entrepreneurship as a degree to do well, not so much for the sake of social 
recognition or prestige, but to attain an inner feeling of personal 
accomplishment. McClelland (1963) later pointed out that the single most 
important causative factor in the rise of entrepreneurship, which in turn leads 
to the economic development of the country, is the prevalence among people 
of this social psychological drive namely achievement motivation. 
According to John Burch, entrepreneurship is the art of being an 
entrepreneur; a derivative of the French term 'entreprenedre' which means "to 
undertake, to pursue opportunities, to fulfill needs and wants through 
innovation and starting business." The entrepreneur is the one who does this, 
he or she is a person who undertakes a venture, organizes it, raises capital to 
finance it, and covers all or major portions of the risk. 
Drucker, (1985) a prestigious well known managerial thinker found 
innovation to be highly important element for entrepreneurship. According to 
Drucker, entrepreneurs innovate. Innovation is the means by which 
entrepreneurs exploit change as an opportunity for a different business of a 
different service. 
The term entrepreneurs have been categorically classified by Karl Vesper 
in the following manner: 
(1) Solo self-employed individuals, 
(2) Team builders, 
(3) Independent innovators, 
(4) Pattern multipliers, 
(5) Economy-of-large-scale exploiters, 
(6) Capital aggregators, 
(7) Acquirers, and 
(8) Buy-sell artists. 
Solo Self-Employed Individuals 
Entrepreneurs who work alone or with only a few employees are 
Imown as solo self employed individuals. They generally perform the work 
themselves rather than assigning it to other people. Solo self-employed 
individuals are perhaps the most numerous of all entrepreneurs. Their ranks 
include small store and repair shop owners, independent sales representatives, 
attorneys; and physicians etc. 
Team Builders 
Entrepreneurs who expand small, usually one-person businesses into 
larger companies are known as team builders. An example is the self-
employed electrician who gradually hires additional employees until a full 
scale electrical contracting firm is established. Many of the nation's largest 
companies started out this way. 
Independent Innovators 
Individuals who create companies to manufacture and sell products 
they have invented are independent iimovators. For example, Wang's 
invention of the magnetic-pulse controlling device for computer memory led 
to the creation of Wang Laboratories, Inc., a manufacturer of computers and 
word processing equipment. Land founded the Polaroid Corporation on the 
success of one of his inventions, the world's first polarizing sheet material. 
Pattern Multipliers 
Entrepreneurs who build several units of their own effective business 
are known as pattern muhipliers. The entrepreneurs may have designed and 
built the original busmess, or they may have purchased a business started by 
someone else. To illustrate, the first McDonald's fast food restaurant was 
opened in 1948 by brothers Dick and Maurice McDonald. Ray Kroc was 
impressed with this ham-burger operation and fortunately in 1954, he became 
their national franchise agent and sold franchises to other people. 
Economy-Of-Large-Scale Exploiters 
When a firm has lower average costs due to its large sales volume, 
economics of large scale are involved. Entrepreneurs who can sell a large 
volume of goods at reduced prices are economy-of-large scale exploiters. 
Discount store operators are one example of this type of entrepreneur. 
Eiecause of the larger scale of their establishments, they may be able to afford 
advanced and specialized equipment such as the scanners built into the 
checkout counters at some larger supermarket. This equipment enables one 
cashier to handle more customers in less time, thus lowering the store's 
payroll expense because fewer cashiers are needed. Economy-of-large scale 
exploiters often obtain merchandise at price discounts because they buy in 
such large quantities. 
Capital Aggregators 
Entrepreneurs who take the lead in pulling together the large amounts 
of capital needed to start enterprises in the financial industry are capital 
aggregators. Examples of capital aggregators could be those who use their 
capita-raising skills to help start banks, mutual funds and insurance 
companies. 
Acquirers 
People who become entrepreneurs by buying an existing business are 
acquirers. Entrepreneurs lacking work experience in particular fields have 
successfiilly entered those fields by acquiring businesses ab-eady in operation. 
Finding a business that someone is ready to sell is usually not difficult; 
however, determining the value of the business, or whether it is even worth 
buying, is a more difficult task. 
Buy-Sell Artists 
In this case, rather than making their money fi*om the day-to-day 
operations of a business, buy-sell artists turn a profit by buying a business and 
then selling it at a higher price. Buy-sell artists usually buy companies with 
problems that they solve before they sell the company. Typical actions 
include reducing costs and payrolls and eliminating unprofitable products. In 
most cases, buy-sell artists do not wish to own a particular company for than a 
few years. According to J.A. Schumpeter, "an entrepreneurship is essentially 
a creative activity or an innovative function". The process of innovation takes 
place in the following forms: 
(a) Introduction of a new product, 
(b) use of a new method of production, 
(c) opening of a new market, 
(d) the conquest of a new source of supplying raw material, and 
(e) a new form of organization. 
The potential of entrepreneurship has been recognized as a vehicle to 
hardness the talent capacities and energies of people. 
Personality types of entrepreneurs 
Miller, Giinter and Gappisch, Cathrin, (2005) 85 German entrepreneurs 
were psychometrically assessed on 112 primary trait characteristics. The 
sample consisted of 49 men and 36 women whose mean age was 45.6 yr. 
(SD=10.3). Occupational domains were production (40%) and services 
(60%). The mean duration of entrepreneurship with in these domains was 
(13.1 yr. (SD=9.3). By factor analysis five personality types of entrepreneurs 
could be identified. Creative Acquisition, Controlled Preservation, Distant 
Achiever, Rational Manager and Egocentric Agitator. These types correspond 
with types found in research by Miner and with the Myer-Briggs Indicators. 
In addition, correlations between general types potential and both job and life 
satisfaction of entrepreneurs were found. The results and discussed with 
regard to intercultural stability of personality types and implications for 
research and applications. 
Some Characteristics of executive entrepreneurs 
Congemi and Parsons (2006) the authors of this article with more than 70 
years of experience between them, both as business leader themselves and 
consultants to some very wealthy entrepreneurs have provided some first hand 
observations of several of these unique financially successful individuals. 
Also provided are some of their less promising qualities that could only be 
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known be those who either work for them, know someone who works them, 
or are personally close to them. This article is based on experiences with 
entrepreneurs with network of no less then 50 million do dollars. 
Schools of entrepreneurship 
There exist a number of schools of thought which view the notion of 
entrepreneurship from different perspectives. These schools are getting this 
deeper concern to illustrate what the entrepreneur does and what are their 
various fimctions and processes. 
The "Great Person' School of Entrepreneurship 
Newspaper colunmists of the day provide snippets of current 'great 
people' ranging from Ambanis to Bill Gates. Television stories depict 
functional characters and biographies of this genre. Writers of magazines such 
iis Business Today offer documentaries, not on the daily lives of the hard 
working persevering entrepreneur, but on the exceptional flashy story of the 
successful "great people". 
The picture presented is usually one of power, success and wealth, the 
image of our business elite. To be inspirational, these individuals must be able 
to present ideas, concepts and beliefs that others find intriguing or 
stimulating. Biographies frequently identify the intuitive ability of the "great 
people" to recognize an opportunity and to make an appropriate decision. 
They imply that, without the 'inborn' faculty for intuition, the individual 
would be like the rest of us mortals who lack the instinct that an Estee Lauder 
had to identify saleability of a fragrance for which fragrances will sell and 
which will not. 
In brief, this theory defines an entrepreneur by the concepts and traits 
most valued. 
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The "Psychological Characteristics" School of Entrepreneurship 
The psychological characteristics school of entrepreneurship focuses 
on personality factors and believes that entrepreneurs have unique values and 
attitudes toward their work and life. These, values and attitudes along with 
certain other dominant needs, propel the individuals to behave in a certain 
ways. However, there are some important personality characteristics which 
received considerable attention in this regard i) the personal values such as 
honesty, duty, responsibility and ethical behaviour; ii) the risk-taking 
propensity and iii) the need for achievement. 
This school generally believes that entrepreneurs cannot be developed 
or trained in classroom situations. Much of the entrepreneur's ability relates to 
a personality or style of behavior which develops over a time, primarily 
through relationships with parents and teachers early in life. 
The "Classical" School of Entrepreneurship. 
The classical school of entrepreneurship represents innovation 
creativity and discovery as the key factors underlying body of thought and 
research. Entrepreneurship, in this view, refers to the process of creating an 
opportunity or "the opportunity-seeking style of management that sparks 
innovation" (Peterson, 1985). Hence, the critical aspect of entrepreneurship 
appears to be the process of "doing" rather then "owning" a venture or 
business (Herbert and Link, 1982). 
The "Management" School of Entrepreneurship. 
Stevenson et al. (1985, 1989) argue that 'entrepreneurship is an 
approach to management' which they define as 'the pursuit of opportunity 
without regard to resources currently controlled' (Stevenson et al., 1989). 
They conceive of a spectrum of business behaviour which ranges from 
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entrepreneurial at one extreme, personified in the form of the 'promoter', and 
administrative at the other extreme, individuated by the term 'trustee'. The 
promoter is the person who feels confident of his or her ability to seize 
opportunity regardless of the resources under current control whereas the 
trustee emphasizes the efficient use of existing resources (Stevenson and 
Sahlman, 1989). They identify six dimensions of business practices by which 
they elucidate the two contrasting styles of management. These dimensions 
are popularly known as strategic orientation, the commitment to opportunity, 
the resource commitment process, the concept of control over resources, 
management structure and compensation policy etc. 
This school suggests that an entrepreneur is "a person who brganizes or 
manages a business undertaking, enduring the risk for the sake of profit" 
(Webster, 1966). It deals with the technical aspect of management and seems 
to be based on the belief that entrepreneurs can be developed or trained in the 
classroom. Since many entrepreneurial ventures fail a significant proportion 
of these failures might be traced to poor managing and decision making as 
well as to financing and marketing weaknesses. According to this school, 
entrepreneurship is a series of learned activities which focus on the central 
Sanctions of the management of a firm. 
The "Leadership" School of Entrepreneurship. 
The leadership school of entrepreneurship is a non-technical side of the 
management school, which suggests that entrepreneurs need to be skilled in 
appealing to others to "join the cause". Successful entrepreneur must also be a 
"people manager" or an effective leader/mentor who plays a major role in 
motivating, directing and leading people. "Thus, the entrepreneur must be a 
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leader, able to define a vision of what is possible, and attract people to rally 
around that vision and transform it into reality" (Kao, 1989). 
The "Intrapreneurship" School of Entrepreneurship. 
The preceding Entrepreneurship school evolved in response to the lack 
of innovativeness and competitiveness within organizations. Entrepreneurs, to 
the limited extent that they possess discretionary freedom of action, are able 
to act as entrepreneurs and implement their ideas without themselves 
becoming owners. This school generally assumes that innovation can be 
achieved in existing organizations by encouraging people to work as 
entrepreneurs in semi-autonomous units. However, there are indications that 
large corporations have been unsuccessful in creating entrepreneurs or an 
entrepreneurial climate. Many managers involved in entrepreneurial ventures 
often leave the company, sometimes in frustration, to start their own 
entrepreneurial venture (Knight, 1988). Their departure may indicate that 
entrepreneurial forces might be at odds with normal managerial activity, or 
that conventional organizations have not been able to use the entrepreneurship 
model to their best advantage. The success of the entrepreneurial model seems 
to depend on the abilities of operational level participants to exploit 
entrepreneurial opportunities. It also depends on whether or not managers m 
the overall corporate structure see the need to exploit these opportunities. 
Contingency School of "Entrepreneurship" 
The contingency school of entrepreneurship assumes that the 
behaviour associated with the entrepreneurial firm, or of the entrepreneur, is a 
function of various contextual variables. This school has been extensively 
contributed by Miller and Friesen (1982); Miller (1983); Miller and Toulouse 
(1986). 
14 
Miller and Frisen (1982) chose product innovation as the main 
criterion of entrepreneurial activity, which enabled them to distinguish 
between entrepreneurial and conservative firms. Entrepreneurial firms 
develop a competitive strategy aimed at making dramatic innovations as a 
matter of routine and take concomitant risks. Conservative firms innovate 
only when there were felt pressures (from competitors, customers) to do so. 
The contextual variables selected for distinguishing between the two types of 
firm were: environment, information processing ability, organizational 
structure and decision-making processes. In order to understand the 
relationship between innovation and its context, they suggest that, it may be 
necessary to study managerial motives, ideologies and goals. 
Entrepreneurial Functions 
According to Schumpeter the functions of the entrepreneur falls into a 
sequence of three interrelated activities such as: 
(a) Perception of the opportunity based on an innovation. 
(b) Promotion of business organization capital of abridging the 
innovation. 
(c) Running the business unit as a going (profitable) and growing 
concern. 
An active entrepreneur, who bears risk and also participates in 
conducting a well organized business, has to perform the following 
management functions: 
(a) Planning, 
(b) Organizing 
(c) Leading and 
(d) Controlling. 
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Planning 
Planning requiring decision making, purports to set objectives indicative of 
the goals of the enterprise, and the actions required materializing the 
objectives. Actions may be taken by many. Each set of action involves time 
and use of resources adding to cost. 
Organizing 
Implies a formalized intentioned structure of roles or positions. 
Leading 
Leading purports that people working in an organization can synchronies their 
interests and satisfaction of their need by adding to the well being of the 
enterprise. 
Controlling 
Controlling involves budgetary and cost control. To give the manager 
control, controls must satisfy seven specifications. 
• they must be economical 
• they must be meaningful 
• they must be appropriate 
• they must be congruent 
• they must be timely 
• they must be simply, and 
• they must be operational. 
Thus, an entrepreneur is an action oriented person with motivation. He 
is always prepared to take risks to achieve his business goals. 
The entrepreneurial environment 
This is true to say that entrepreneurship is environmentally determined. 
A number of factors are relevant, whose combination creates a 'critical mass' 
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necessary for entrepreneurial activity to flourish. According to John Kao, 
capital availability is essential and mechanism for realizing value is also 
important. There is little point in making money if it cannot be accumulated 
and directed towards new objectives. The 'harvest' for the entrepreneur may 
occur. Through, for example, sale of stock in capital public markets or private 
placements, if appropriate or if tax regulations are punitive, the entrepreneur's 
zeal may be dampened by an inability to harvest. 
Availability of other resources is equally important. These include 
resources with the necessary experience and skills, experts in such areas as 
law, information such as libraries and data banks, and infrastructure resources 
such as inexpensive space. Other factors also influence the environment. 
Media attention is important, particularly as means of publicizing the stories 
of appropriate role models and success. Idea generating institutions are also 
important. For instance, Leading Corporation Such as Hewlett Packard has 
taken up a role in fostering entrepreneurship through educational and 
investment programs. Universities are also valuable, as sources of technical 
opportunities and expertise. Finally, the environment is in a sense composed 
of the streams of opportunity available to the entrepreneur. New technological 
breakthroughs are likely to fuel a large amount of entrepreneurial activity. 
The environment also exerts a significant influence in dictating the 
choices available to 'would be' entrepreneur. In many societies, for example, 
access to mainstream jobs in established companies is blocked or hampered 
for certain groups such as minorities and immigrants. Individual from such 
group will be forced by circumstances to create their own economic platform 
by starting their own businesses. The drive towards social assimilation will 
stimulate such efforts. 
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Finally, the cultural environment is also influential, Entrepreneurship 
during 1980s was different in style from its manifestations in other historical 
periods. In this decade, the time between the creative idea and the corporate 
institution was swift, in no other era have the dynamics of organizational 
growth been more compressed. And in response, a group of young people and 
the organizations they have founded appear inherently supportive of 
entrepreneurial activities that seemingly thrive on rapid and volatile change. 
The attitude climate for entrepreneurial activity 
Jackson and Gretechen (1994) Examined attitudes that contribute to 
successful entrepreneurial activity in a telephone survey of 1,001 Ss aged 18 
yrs. Four components, of such attitudes were identified the Willingness to 
take risks & accept the possibility of failure, the perceived difficulty of 
starting view terms the importance & respected accorded to new & small 
firms & their owners & the socialization children are likely to receive. These 
components were related to measures of the structure & performance of Ss 
local economy & to individual factors. Pro-entrepreneurial attitudes were 
lower among Ss working in large organizations & among those living in areas 
dominated by large organizations regardless of the size of their owner 
employer. Other measures of the local economy, such as past success in 
creating new business were not associated with differences in attitudes. 
Attitude was also related to individual attributes such as age & income. 
The role of entrepreneurship in building cultural competition in different 
organizational types 
Hult, Charles, and Kandemir (2003) Examined the role of 
entrepreneurship in building cultural competitiveness (defined as tiie degree 
to which organizations are predisposed to detect & fill gaps between what the 
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market desires & what is currently offered) in organization as the collective 
result of inter actives among four variables: entrepreneurship innovative ness 
market orientation & organizational learning. Among this variation 
entrepreneurship repetitive the most influential & proactive means of 
developing a market based culture. However, the role of entrepreneurship 
differs depending on organizational type. Based on data from a sample of 764 
organizations, superior performances occurs when certain aspects of cultural 
compositeness fit each of four organizational types specific large & young 
organizations achieve strong performance by focusing directly on 
entrepreneurships. In the other organizational types entrepreneurship has an 
indirect type's effect on performance. 
An Exploratory study of Lifestyle Entrepreneurship and its Relationship 
to Life Quality 
Marcketti, Nichm, and Ruchita (2006) this exploratory study examined the 
relationship between lifestyle entrepreneurship and life quality. The 
researchers defined lifestyle entrepreneurs as individuals who owned and 
operated businesses closely aligned with their personal values, mterests, and 
passions. Researchers used a systems theory perspective to examine the role 
& impact of lifestyle entrepreneurship on life quality for individual business 
owners. Their families & communities. Through 12 descriptive case studies, 
research examined characteristics of lifestyle entrepreneurs, their business & 
their perceived life quality. Many of the entrepreneurs owned & operated 
businesses related to family & consumer's science including apparel retail 
interior, food, services & hospitality firms. Two common themes emerged 
from the data enhancement of business owner's quality of life as a result of 
19 
the entrepreneurial venture & a perception of the entrepreneur's ventures 
providing enhanced quality of life to employee's customers & the community. 
The entrepreneurial task 
Stevenson has defined the task of the entrepreneur as "the relentless 
pursuit of opportunity". He sees opportunity as the recognition of a desired 
future state involving growth or change, and a belief that achievement of the 
state is possible. The entrepreneur must be skillful to see opportunities where 
others do not to the extent that an opportunity is latent in a given situation or 
implies a desired view of the future, the entrepreneur must use intuition 
effectively. 
The entrepreneur should also be considered as an implementer this 
means an ability to attend to details, to be operationally oriented, to "take care 
of business". The entrepreneur must be responsive to objective knowledge 
derived fi^om the environment. Thus, implicit in the entrepreneurial role is the 
notion of psychological balance between personal or inductive and external or 
objective knowledge. 
The entrepreneur is faced with a number of interpersonal tasks as well. 
TTie entrepreneur must work with many external constituencies, likes bankers, 
laiwyers, public relations companies; consulting firms and other governmental 
agencies etc To Marshall needed resources. It is part of the entrepreneur's job 
that he or she be comfortable working with a wide range of people. 
Regardless, an entrepreneur should also be a leader, able to define a vision of 
what is possible and to attract people to rally around that vision and transform 
it into a reality. 
Thus, the entrepreneur's tasks are diverse; to see an opportunity, 
marshal human and other resources necessary to pursue it, and transform the 
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opportunity into a tangible result. Their job description includes wide range 
creative, operational/manifold, interpersonal and leadership tasks. 
ROLE OF ENTREPRENEURIAL TASK MOTIVATION 
Smith and Bracker (1994) In the growth of technologically innovative 
firms: Used follow-up data on the grov^ of 59 firms contacted over 5 yrs 
after their entrepreneurs were tested with the miner sentence completion scale 
- Form T to test hypotheses derived from task theory. The results tend support 
for the predictive criterion- related validity of overall task motivation a desire 
for personal achievement a desire to innovate, & a desire to plan & set goals, 
but not for a desire to avoid risks. 
TRAITS 
However, these are some important characteristics and traits of an ideal 
entrepreneur such as: 
Characteristics 
Self Confidence 
Task Oriented 
Risk Oriented 
Leadership Quality 
Originality 
Future - Oriented 
Risk Sustaining 
Traits 
Confidence 
Independence 
Individuality, options 
Need for Achievement 
Profit Oriented 
Persistence, Perseverance 
Determination 
Hard work. Drive, Energy and Initiative. 
Risk taking behaviour 
Leadership Behaviour 
Get along well with others, 
suggestions and criticisms. 
Innovative, creative, Flexible, sense 
Resourcefulness 
Versatile, Knowledgeable 
Foresighted and Perceptive 
High risk taking behaviour 
Responsive 
of openness 
to 
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Developing entrepreneurial skills through the use of behavioral 
stimulations 
Dunbar and Mullen (1991) examined how behavioral stimulations can 
help people to leam how to enhance their entrepreneurial behavior 317 
business people participated in 1 of several different behavioral stimulations 
over a 2 yrs period. Each S selected 1 of 12 roles in a stimulated company 
ranging across 3 hierarchical levels. Assessments of the skills & abilities of 
the same individual in real & stimulated environments were related. Managers 
who were observed by their real life bosses to exhibit more managerial skill 
were also viewed by then- peers in the education progress as being the ones 
who made more contributions to the running of the stimulated organization. 
Psychological trait of rural entrepreneur 
entrepreneurs in an attempt to replicate & extent a study of New 
England managers (Begley & Boyd, 1987) in high technology & 
manufacturing firms, using data from 926 two technology, retail/service firms 
in rural Florida. Measures included psychological items from the New 
England study & items from the Gordon Personal profile inventory. 
Entrepreneurial status & measures of firm performance were related to 
psychological traits. Type A behavior need for achievement ascendancy, 
emotional stability, & personal relations were traits that differentiated 
founders & non founders. No major differences in psychological traits were 
found between rural urban managers. 
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The Relationship of Entrepreneurial Traits, skill, and Motivation to 
subsequent venture Growth 
Baum and Locke (2004) previous research on entrepreneurship as well 
as goal. Social cognitive and leadership theories has guided hypotheses 
regarding the relationship between entrepreneurial traits and skill (passion, 
tenacity & new resource skill) & situationally specific motivation 
(communicated vision self-efficacy & goals to subsequent venture growth. 
Data from 22"'' entrepreneurs chief executive officers & 106 associates in a 
simple industry were obtained in a 6 yrs longitudinal study. Structural 
equation modeling revealed a web of relationships that impact venture growth 
& these factors medicated the effects of passion, tenacity & new resource skill 
on subsequent growth. Furthermore, communicated vision & self efficacy 
were related to goals, and tenacity was related to new resource skill. 
Entrepreneurial infrastructure 
According to Lemur, the term infi^ astructure was coined in the first half of the 
th 
20 century in reference to military installations. But it got its popularity 
during 1980's when concerns mounted that the infi-astructures in several 
industrial nations including the U.S. were in danger. Thus infi-astructure 
includes the basic installations and facilities that are required to operate a 
nation, regions are locality's industry. 
According to Van de Ven infrastructure includes, 
(a) The development of resource endowments for basic knowledge. 
(b) Financing mechanisms. 
(c) Competent labour, and 
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(d) An industrial governance structure which legitimizes, regulates and 
standardizes the activities of industry members. 
According to McMuUan and Long, infrastructure includes 
entrepreneurship education, incubators, and venture capital. It provides 
support systems and network to new business owners, owners of small 
jp-owing businesses and existing SMEs, in the form of (a) assistance with 
tasks which the business owner or small firm must accomplish, (b) resources 
- physical or monetary (c) information and (d) knowledge 
Entrepreneurial infrastructure comprises four basic elements known as: 
(a) Assistance with tasks. 
(b) Physical and monetary resources. 
(c) Information. 
(d) Knowledge. 
Assistance with tasks: 
Potential and existing owners of small growing business are 
continually faced with a series of tasks which they must perform if they are to 
start, grow and develop commercially 
Physical and Monetary Resources: 
In order to functions effectively business owners and small firm 
require facilitative resources. For instance, with regard to business creation 
potential, business owners require adequate physical structures and capital. 
Information: 
Small growing businesses and owners require data and information on 
economic, market, legal and technological aspects. To make decision and to 
carry out work effectively. 
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Knowledge: 
Small business owners and their businesses will be ultimately 
successful only if the business owner or firm has attained a level of 
iqiowledge which is adequate for accomplishing the tasks which they are to 
perform. 
The role of entrepreneurship in economic growth 
Economic development essentially means a process of upward change. 
It can be defined as a process whereby the real per capita income of a country 
increases over a long period of time. 
The role of entrepreneurship in the world economy is perhaps more 
important than at any time in the twentieth century. In the 18* Century, Adam 
Smith, did not assign any significance to entrepreneurial role in economic 
development. The problem of economic development was largely the ability 
of the people to save more and invest more in any country. According to him, 
ability to save is governed by improvement in productive powers of labour. 
And he attributed this increase in productivity to the increase in the dexterity 
of every worker due to the division of labour. 
David Ricardo, in his theory of economic development identified only 
three factors of production, namely, machinery, capital and labour among 
whom the entire product is distributed as rent, profit and wages respectively. 
Ricardo appreciated the virtues of profit in capital accumulation. According to 
him, profit leads to capital accumulation. According to him, profit leads to 
saving of wealth which ultimately goes to capital formation. 
Thus, in both the theories of economic development, there is no room 
for entrepreneurship. In the process of economic development, the 
entrepreneurial role is totally ignored. 
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In the recent past, the role of entrepreneur has been considered of 
immense significance in shaping the industrial growth and economic 
development in both the developed and under-developed countries. It is the 
only active and enthusiastic entrepreneur, who fully explore the potentialities 
of the country's available resources-labour, and technology. That is why the 
significance of their role to economic development is recognized by several 
economists in various ways. For example, Schumpeter visualized the 
entrepreneur as the key figure in economic development because of his role in 
introducing innovation. Parsons and Smelser describe entrepreneurship as one 
of the two necessary conditions for economic development, the other being 
tlie increased input of capital. Meer and Baldwin viewed that development 
does not occur spontaneously as a natural consequence when economic 
conditions are in some sense 'right' a catalyst of agent is needed, and this 
requires an entrepreneurial activity. 
The role of entrepreneurship in economic development varies from 
economy to economy upon its material resources, industrial climate and the 
responsiveness of the potential system to the entrepreneurial function. The 
entrepreneur contributes more in economies with relatively favourable 
opportunity conditions. What type of entrepreneurs will emerge in an 
economy depends upon the type of facilitative set up available in that very 
particular economy. 
From the opportune conditions point of view, the under developed 
regions due to the paucity of funds, lack of skilled labour and non-existence 
of a minimum social and economic overheads. In such regions, 
entrepreneurship does not emerge out of industrial background with well 
developed institutions to support and encourage it. Therefore, the 
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entrepreneur in such region may not be an 'innovator' but an 'imitator', who 
would copy the innovations introduced by the 'innovative entrepreneurs' of 
the developed regions. 
Under the paucity of funds and problems of imperfect market in 
underdeveloped regions, the entrepreneurs are bound to launch their 
enterprise on a smaller scale. As imitation requires lesser funds than 
innovation, it is realized that such regions should have more of imitative 
entrepreneurs. And, it is felt that imitations of innovations introduced by 
developed regions on a massive scale can also bring about rapid economic 
growth in underdeveloped regions. 
There is yet another justification to the significance of the role of small 
entrepreneurs in economic development of underdeveloped regions. For 
instance, India which m itself is an under developed country aims at 
decentralized industrial structure to achieve the regional imbalances in 
viirious levels of economic development. The small Scale Industrial structure 
plays an important role of achieving the balanced regional development. It is 
unequivocally believed that these industries provide immediate large scale 
development, ensure a more equitable distribution of national income and also 
facilitate an effective resource mobilization of capital and skill which might 
otherwise remain unutilized. 
Yet another important contribution emanating from small firms in 
recent years has been their preponderant share in newly generated jobs. As an 
entrepreneur, one is not only employed but creates employment for others. 
One is not only realizing the goal in his life but is also a source of livelihood 
for so many others. The pride of being a lord of one's own destiny is coupled 
with the satisfaction of being the benefactor of so many. 
27 
Entrepreneurial risk & strategic decision making: It's a matter of 
perspective. 
Busenitz (1999) Risk taking has long been central theme of the 
entrepreneurship literature. However, research on the risk propensity of 
entrepreneurs has net with virtually no empirical support even though 
entrepreneurs consistently engage in risky events the article attempts to 
resolve this paradox by examining elves preverbal risk through the Levis of 
cognitive psychology & decision making. The authors progress that 
entrepreneurial risk may be t explained by recognizing that entrepreneurs use 
biases & heuristics more, which is likely to lead them to perceive less risk in a 
given decision situation. The data indicate that entrepreneurs do mdeed use 
representativeness more in their decision makuig & are more over confident 
than managers in large organizations. These findings prefer a new prefers deal 
with the in ordinals ammonal of risk associated with starting new ventures. 
The nature of networking in small firms 
O'Donnell (2004) for some time, researchers at the marketing 
entrepreneurship interface have employed the concepts of network and 
networking as a means of exploring how entrepreneurs "do business". More 
recently, attempts have been made to show how the process of networking 
contributes to small firms marketing. The overall research study on which this 
paper is based aimed to show how networking contributes to marketing. This 
paper focuses on a specific objective of the overall research study namely an 
understanding of the process of small finn networking. It reviews previous 
research into the concept of networking and demonstrates how the process of 
networking can be captured as a number of dimensions along which 
entrepreneurial networking may vary. The paper then explains that while 
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previous research has allowed a conceptual frame work of small firm 
networking to be developed, further empirical research is merited and an 
entirely appropriate type of research is of a qualitative nature. 
Marketing in the social enterprise context: Is it entrepreneurial? 
Eleanor (2004) this paper presents some of the fmdings to emerge from 
a qualitative study of social enterprise m the UK. The fmdings discussed in 
this paper refer to the marketing activities of social enterprises and consider 
the extent to which these can be described as entrepreneurial." This discussion 
suggests that while social enterprises do engage in entrepreneurial marketing, 
tlie local embeddedness of their activities their not for profit orientation and 
challenges posed by social exclusion impact on their marketing activities. 
Laments and Sirenadis: Relationship marketing and legitimation 
strategies for the cultural entrepreneur. 
Nicholas and Stokes (2004) this paper investigates how the 
marketing/entrepreneurship interface functions within the cultural sector. 
Specifically the paper consider how cultural entrepreneurs in the music 
industry market not to customers, but to networks that control the resources 
necessary to support entrepreneurial ventures. Evidence is drawn from the 
qualitative research of a study on access to finance by owner managers of 
independent music companies "Cultural entrepreneurs". The fmdings support 
the notion that "legitimating" is a king factors in accessing such resources. 
Cultural entrepreneurs have difficulties in establishing either "pragmatic 
legislation" (derived from the self-interest of organization across marketing 
networks) or "cognitive legitimating" (derived from perception of normality 
and conformity within marketing networks). Marketing strategies at both 
individual and industry level are put forward to overcome these barriers. For 
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individual businesses, a "selection strategy" using creative clusters or a 
"manipulation" strategy" that manages the cultural environment are 
recommended. The implications for relationship marketing models are 
discussed. 
Relationships, marketing and small business: An exploration of links in 
theory and practice 
Zontanos and Anderson (2004) this paper explore the links between the 
theory and practices of marketing and small business. The reviews of the 
literature highlight the close association of marketing especially relationship, 
marketing and those of small business particularly entrepreneurial small 
business. Given these theoretical similarities and the ensuring symmetry of 
actions and behaviors described in theory the research question is posed, how 
does an appreciation of these links aid our understanding of entrepreneurial 
practices? The question is addressed by employing a participant observation 
methodology to create a case study of one small rural firm and by inductive 
analysis techniques. The fmdmgs show that it is difficult to disentangle or 
even to distinguish the practice of relationship marketing from entrepreneurial 
action. This leader's one to suggest that it may be useful to reconsider 
relationship marketing as a fact of entrepreneurship. 
Risk propensity differences between Managers and Entrepreneurs and 
between how and High Growth Entrepreneurs; A Reply in a More 
conservation vein. Miner, John B. & Raju, Nambury S. (2004) 
A recent article (W.H. Stewart & P.L. Roth, 2001) in the Journal of 
Applied. Psychology presented the conclusion from meta analysis that 
entrepreneurs have a higher risk propensity than managers and that this 
propensity is particularly pronounced among the growth oriented. A 
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previously unresolved question was said to be laid to rest and a "vital 
component" of the theory of entrepreneurship established. The present article 
disagrees and cities data from 14 studies not included in the steward and Roth 
(2001) analysis, adding up to a conclusion (supported by new meta-analyzed) 
that entrepreneurs (and those with a growth orientation) are more risk 
avoidant thus, a conservative view retaining the position that the role of risk 
propensity in entrepreneurship reaming unresolved is upheld. Potential 
explanations for the conflicting results are explored. 
Jiiist entrepreneurial enough: The moderating effect of entrepreneurship 
on the relation between marlcet orientation <& performance. Bhuian, 
Shahid N; Mengue, Bulent & Bell, Simon J. (2005) within the literature of 
marketing & management researchers have explored different models that 
examine the relationship between market orientation entrepreneurship & 
performance. In this paper, we offer a new model that mcludes curvilinear in 
the moderating effect of entrepreneurship and performance. Utilizing 
structural equation modeling, we test our proposed model using a sample of 
231 not for profit hospitals. The proposed model produces the best fit the 
theoretical & managerial implications are discussed. 
Opportunities for marketing researchers in international 
entrepreneurship: Styles, Chiras & Seymour, Richard G. (2006) Purpose: 
Entrepreneurship is a growing phenomenon in world markets in response the 
post two decades have seen increasing attention given to research and theory 
development in the area of international entrepreneurship. However, 
contributions from marketing scholars have been minimal. The purpose of 
this paper is to define the emerging research field of international 
entrepreneurship and to explore opportunities for contribution to that field 
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from marketing scholars. Design/methodology approach. An overview of the 
field of the entrepreneurship highlights the central notions of opportimity, 
human action learning and creativity and innovation. To this is added value 
exchange a core focus of marketing theory. These concepts are then used to 
define international entrepreneurship and highlight opportunities for 
marketing researchers. Finding: There is considerable scope for marketing 
academics to contribute to the nascent field of international entrepreneurship 
which would in turn, advance marketing theory. Originality/value: The paper 
encourages scholars in marketing to join with colleague fi-om other disciplines 
jmd countries to add to these international resources. 
Factors influencing the emergence of entrepreneurship 
Entrepreneurship has been observed as shaped by various 
factors. Economists have claimed priority for economic factors while 
sociologists, anthropologists and psychologists have emphasized equal 
importance to non-economic factors. 
Role of Economic Factor in Entrepreneurship 
From an economic viewpoint the same factors that promote economic 
growth and development account for the emergence of entrepreneurship. The 
important factors are economic in nature and they are construed to constitute 
both necessary and sufficient conditions for entrepreneurial emergence. These 
economic conditions can be widely divided into two classes: those which 
provide market incentives for entrepreneurs; and those which influence the 
availability of capital. Market incentives show entrepreneurs opportunities to 
be exploited, and capital is the major resource needed to carry out the 
entrepreneurial fiinction. Hence, as economic growth and development 
occurs, the conditions promoting entrepreneurship also improve. With 
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increased levels of per capita income, the demand for goods increases and a 
greater amount of savings is available for investment. The accumulation of 
capital results in productivity increase which further raises the level of 
economic well-being. By contrast, societies that are stagnating economically 
offer limited market incentives and the level of capital accumulation is too 
small to enable potential entrepreneurs to take advantage of the limited 
opportunities that do exist. 
These two broad classes of factors can be broken down into a large 
number of more specific economic characteristics. For example, Kilby (1971) 
mentions the following as being particularly relevant for the emergence of 
entrepreneurship, the level of demand for industrial products, the availability 
of required labour and raw material inputs, the degree of inflation, the level of 
taxation and the ease of importing essential inputs. Nafziger also summarized 
the presence of entrepreneurship as a "direct function of the quality and an 
inverse fraction of the costs of inputs, labour and capital" in this regard. 
Role of Non-Economic Factors in Entrepreneurship 
Scholars of entrepreneurship from various disciplines other than 
economics primarily (sociology, psychology, anthropology and history), have 
described a wide variety of conditions that either increase or decrease the 
supply of entrepreneurship. From their perspective, economic factors may be 
necessary conditions for the emergence of entrepreneurship, but they are not 
also sufficient conditions. A variety of social and psychological factors have 
also been considered as necessary conditions for the appearance of 
entrepreneurship. The major non-economic factors assigned to influence the 
emergence of entrepreneurship can be categorized in the following mamier 
such as: 
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Legitimacy of Entrepreneurship 
A major emphasis among this group of scholars is upon the relevance 
of the system of norms and values within a socio-cultural setting for the 
emergence of entrepreneurship. These scholars argue that the degree of 
approval or disapproval granted to entrepreneurial behaviour will influence its 
emergence and its characteristic, if it does emerge. Schumpeter (1961) 
himself emphasized the importance of an appropriate social climate for 
entrepreneurship Cochran (1949) has particularly paid attention to the 
importance of cultural themes and sanctions in this regard. Morris and 
Somerset (1971) suggested that a normative-evaluative system which includes 
positive attitudes towards business and technology also influences the 
emergence of entrepreneurship in a more positive way. 
Social Mobility 
Social mobility has also been observed as an important determinant for 
entrepreneurial emergence. In this case social mobility refers that a high 
degree of mobility among social setup is more conductive to the emergence of 
entrepreneurship. Brozen (1954) quoted that the social setting should be 
neither too rigid nor too flexible because if it is too flexible, then individuals 
v^ ill gravitate towards other roles and if it too rigid, entrepreneurship will be 
restricted along with other activities. According to Paul Wilken, the patterning 
of mobility channels in a society will be particularly important, in that they 
will determine the relative opportunities offered by entrepreneurial roles. 
Marginality 
Marginality has been observed as another important determinant which 
influences the emergence of entrepreneurship. Individuals or groups on the 
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parameter of a given social system or between two social systems are believed 
to provide the personnel to fill entrepreneurial roles. They may be drawn from 
religious, cultural, ethnic, or migrant minority groups, and their marginal 
social position is generally believed to have psychological effects which 
makes entrepreneurship attractive alternative for them. 
Social Integration 
In contrast to the emphasis on marginality, there is also an emphasis 
upon the necessity of some degree of social integration existing if 
entrepreneurship is to emerge. It appears that if marginality is too great, so 
that individuals or groups are too far removed from the network of 
relationship within a social system, then entrepreneurship will not be 
promoted. Morris and Somerset (1971) have emphasized this factor most 
strongly, claiming that an increase in the scale or range of interaction is 
necessary and that barriers to interaction must be broken down if 
entrepreneurship is to occur. McClelland and Winter (1971) have found a 
sense of group identity, which is indicative of social integration to be an 
important characteristic among entrepreneurs in recently developed societies. 
Ideology 
The importance of some kind of entrepreneurial ideology has been 
recognized by several prominent sociological theorists in this regard. An 
ideology can be defined as a comprehensive organized set of beliefs regarding 
the nature of the world and the behaviors that should be erected within it. An 
ideology supportive of entrepreneurship has also been identified as an 
important non-economic factor which influences the emergence of 
entrepreneurship. 
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Psychological Factors 
Non-economic factors discussed above which promote 
entrepreneurship concentrates upon socio-cultural factors. Regardless, these 
are some important psychological factors which may have their own influence 
as the part of emergence of entrepreneurship in the following manners. 
Early Life Experience 
Early life experiences are viewed to shape prominent patterns of 
behavior amongst entrepreneurs. They include a sense of impulsivity, a 
persistent feeling of dissatisfaction, rejection and powerlessness and lowered 
self esteem. The entrepreneur is under constraint stress and is plagued by 
feelings of guilt and anxiety. Distrust and suspicion of everyone in a position 
of authority force the entrepreneur to search for non-structured situations 
where he/she can assert his/her control and independence. The consequence of 
all this is that "it is extremely hard, if not impossible for individuals with an 
entrepreneurial disposition to integrate their personal needs with those of 
organizations. To design one's own organization, often becomes the only 
alternative. 
Motivation 
McClelland's theory of needs focuses on three important needs such as 
achievement, power and affiliation that help us to understand human 
motivation easily. 
Need for Achievement: The drive to excel, to achieve in relation to a set of 
standards, to strive to succeed. 
Need for Power: The need to make others behave in a way that they would 
not have behaved otherwise. 
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Need for Affiliation: The desire for friendly and close interpersonal 
relationships. 
Achievement motivation has been found to be related with 
entrepreneurship (McClelland 1965). Indeed motivation is a broad concept 
which includes the needs, goals and striving of an individual. According to 
McCllelland 1969) the entrepreneurs with high need for achievement are 
concerned with their immediate environment, which includes expansion and 
p^-owth of the business rather than with the projects. Alkinson (1966) found 
that people who have high need for achievement and to believe in their own 
ability to control the outcome of their own efforts. 
Wsk-Taking Behavior: 
Many researchers have identified Risk-taking behaviour as an 
important characteristic of highly successful entrepreneurs. In the recent past, 
a sizable number of studies have been undertaken in pursuit of the notion that 
a fundamental characteristic's of the entrepreneur is his or her propensity to 
take a risk, A risk-taker is someone who, in the content of a business venture, 
peruses a business idea when the probability of successions is low. 
McClelland (1961) and Palmer (1971) argued that entrepreneurial 
functions primarily involve risk-taking. McClelland (1961) also established 
the relationship between high need for achievement and moderate risk-taking. 
Sinha (1969) pointed out that "reluctance to take risk and general attitude of 
playing safe is proving a stumbling block in the acceptance of the 
irmovations. "He further remarked that certain amount of risk-taking is an 
integral factor in economic development. 
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Locus of Control 
Locus of Control refers to the perception of contingencies between 
action and outcome, how much one's action produces the outcome. Rotter 
(1966) called it a 'learnt behavioural response'. Therefore, it is very important 
to discover what are the stimulus conditions which may cause the 
development of this particular response in a large proportion of entrepreneurs. 
Brockhaus (1982) reviewed evidence on the role played by the 'locus of 
control' variable and concluded that "an external locus of control belief may 
therefore be associated with a more active effort to affect the outcome of 
events. This internal belief and the associated greater effort hold promise for 
distinguishing successful entrepreneurs from the unsuccessful entrepreneurs. 
Other related Personality Dimensions 
Self Confidence: 
The term self-confidence has been defmed as having a strong belief in 
oneself and one's own abilities Chadha 2001. Since the level of self 
confidence of an entrepreneur is playing very significant role on the part of 
their entrepreneurship success, therefore, this concept has been taken into 
consideration as one of the variables of the present research. 
Model of Entrepreneurial Behaviour 
Figure 1 presents a heuristic model of entrepreneurial behaviour 
through integration and augmentation of the existing literature. The model 
contains five main factors-background factors (demographic and 
psychological characteristics), attitude, situation, intention, entrepreneurial 
environment, entrepreneurial resourcefulness and entrepreneurial behaviour. 
Explanations and brief reviews of each of these factors are provided in the 
following sections. 
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Background Factors 
The background factors that could have an impact on entrepreneurial 
behaviour may be divided into two broad categories: demographic 
characteristics and psychological characteristics. The background factors that 
have been included are believed to be temporally as well as situationally 
invariant. This is at variance with more recent paradigms such as contingency 
perspectives and population ecology. Which posit entrepreneurial behaviour 
to be contextually grounded? However, since these approaches have provided 
a substantial background to entrepreneurship, they have been integrated into 
the model. 
Demographic Characteristics 
This line of research has employed demographic information to 
develop a typical profile of an entrepreneur. The variables examined under 
Ihis agenda have been family background, birth order, age, educational level 
of parents, sex, marital status and previous work experience, etc. 
Robinson et al., after a thorough review of the literature, concluded 
that this body of research suffers from three main deficiencies: (a) the 
assumption that certain demographic characteristics lead to similar 
experiences in life has been disproved; (b) many researchers use demographic 
characteristics as surrogates for personality characteristics, which is again an 
extension of the assumption just stated; and (c) this line of research has been 
vi^ oefully in-adequate in predicting who will or will not be an entrepreneur, 
v/hich is ultimately the acid test of the theory. Despite the overwhelming 
criticism against this line of research, we thought it pertinent to include this 
dimension in our model under the assumption that these variables may 
influence the more proximal constructs such as attitude and intention. 
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Psychological Characteristics 
This line of research sought to identify the psychological characteristics 
unique to entrepreneurs. The approach spanned the gamut of measurement of 
personality traits to uncover motivational tendencies of entrepreneurs. This line of 
inquiry began with the work of McClelland, who explored the need for 
achievement, power and affiliation of entrepreneurs. This was the approach of 
many American researchers who attempted to set apart entrepreneurs from the 
general populace on dimensions such as achievement motive, locus of control, risk 
taking and values. Once again, this line of research did not bear fruit. It was found 
that managers and entrepreneurs did not differ in substantial ways on the 
psychological characteristic measured. In fact, there was significant diversity in the 
psychological profiles of entrepreneurs themselves. However, this category of 
variables is once again being included in this model due to the insights it was 
offered towards an understanding of the term entrepreneur. 
Entrepreneurship attributes as related to contain psychological & background 
variables psychological studies 
Anjali, (1993) Examined the relationship of entrepreneurship attributes with 
executive reaction pattern achievement motivation, & creativity in 100 Indian small 
scale entrepreneurs who were enrolled in an entrepreneurship development 
program. The results includes that entrepreneurship is significantly related to the 
executive reaction pattern but not achievement motivation or creativity. Executive 
reaction pattern of an entrepreneur was the most important contribution factor in 
predicting entrepreneurship attributes. 
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An analysis of social relations, occupational background & use of contrast 
during the establishment process 
Greve (1995) Conducted a cross sectional study of examine how the 
network (NET) of entrepreneurs influence the process of establishing a business. A 
questionnaire was admiviscurs regarding their networking activities and each S was 
stested into 1 to P.H. Wilken's (1979) 3 phases of entrepreneurship (1) the 
motivational phase (2) the planning phase (3) the beginning of business operation 
in early stages of entrepreneurship had smaller NET & used less time networking 
than did Ss in later stages. Although measures of NETs density did not differentials 
entrepreneurship stages the size of NETs including potential size through access to 
indirect contracts both how & high density NETs many be beneficial to the 
entrepreneurial process because high density while low density NETs provide less 
redundant information. 
Attitude 
Although there is no perfect correlation between attitude and behaviour 
(ranging form 0.4 to 0.7), the variance explained is significant enough to include 
them in the model. Research in this area as applied to entrepreneurship has been 
relatively scarce. However, more recently, Robinson et al. found that an 
entrepreneurial attitude orientation scale significantly differentiated between 
entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs. Therefore, it is posited that: 
Attitude towards entrepreneurship is a function of the demographic and 
psychological characteristics and their interaction. 
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Situation 
There is a small body of literature that mvestigated the actual situation that 
has caused the decision or intention to start a new venture. K.E. Learned suggests 
that for some it may be a trigger event (layoff from work, dissatisfaction with the 
present work, etc.) that stimulates an intention to found a business, while for others 
it may be the cumulative effects of various situations over time. Shaver et al. have 
found that the motivation for attempting to found a business is frequently personal, 
such as the desire to work for oneself Brockhaus and Horwitz viewed that an 
entrepreneur may compare entrepreneurial activity with the current situation and 
may choose the former. Histich found that the number of new business listings in 
the Yellow Pages increased by 12 per cent during a layoff period. Two work 
environments which tend to serve as incubators for potential entrepreneurs are 
research and development, and marketing. Although research along this line may 
overlap with research on the demographic characteristics of the entrepreneur, we 
chose; to distinguish the two due to the farmer's greater proximity to entrepreneurial 
beha^ Hour. Therefore, it is posited that: 
The current situation faced by the (potential) entrepreneur mediates the 
relationship between entrepreneurial attitude and intention. 
Intention 
Bird defines intentionality to be a state of mind that directs a person's 
attention towards a specific goal in order to achieve something. Entrepreneurial 
intentions are aimed at the creation of new ventures or creating new values in 
existing ventures. Bird in a conceptual paper develops a model depicting the 
context of entrepreneurial intentions. The author argues that the personal history of 
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the entrepreneur, his or her current personality and abiHty interact with social, 
political and economic factors to create the context for entrepreneurship, which in 
turn influences: (a) the person's rational, analytic and cause-effect processes, and 
(b) the intuitive, holistic and contextual thinking frames and giving rise to 
entrepreneurial intentions. The model then concludes with providing a link towards 
action. Therefore, it is posited that: 
Entrepreneurial intentions are influenced by the attitude towards 
entrepreneurship, mediated by the situational factors. 
Entrepreneurial Environment 
An entrepreneurial environment refers to the combination of external factors 
that influence entrepreneurial behaviour. It subsumes the gamut of overall cultural, 
economic, political and social factors that enhance or undermine an individual's 
propensity to undertake entrepreneurial activities and also the training, assistance 
and non-financial support available to entrepreneurs. 
Gnyawali and Foget grouped the entrepreneurial environment into five 
different dimensions such as government policies and procedures (import/export 
restrictions, entry barriers, etc.); socio-economic conditions (public attitude towards 
entrepreneurship, presence of experienced entrepreneurs, etc.); entrepreneurial and 
business skills (entrepreneurial training programmes, availability of information, 
etc.); financial support to business (venture capital, low-cost loans, etc.); and non-
financial support to business (counseling and support services, entrepreneurial 
network, etc.) 
Entrepreneurial environments mediate the relationship between 
entrepreneurial intentions and entrepreneurial resourcefiilness. 
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Entrepreneurial Resourcefulness 
Entrepreneurial resourcefulness has been classified by Kanungo and Misra, 
into three different categories such as: 
1. Cognitive competence 
2. Effective competence 
3. Action oriented competence 
Cognitive competence 
1.. Ability to analyze and make sense of large volume of information 
2. Ability to take risks 
3. Innovativeness 
4. Ability to perceive and make sense of equivocal realities 
5. Tolerance for equivocally and uncertainty 
6. High effort-outcome expectancy 
Affective competence 
1. Ability to control feelings of withdrawal and depression 
2. Competitive desire to excel 
3. Ability to persevere 
4. High central life interest 
5. Dissatisfaction with status quo 
Action-oriented competence 
1. Ability to take charge and lead employees 
2. Ability to influence external agencies 
3. Ability to find, marshal and control resources 
4. Ability to establish strong networks 
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Entrepreneurial Behaviour 
As defined earlier, entrepreneurial behaviour is the constellation of 
functions, activities and actions involved in the perception of opportunities and the 
creation of organizations. In the present model, entrepreneurial behaviour is the 
outcome variable. It includes all conscious behaviour executed in the process of 
opportunity search, opportunity recognition, sense-making, organization creation, 
product/service launch, exchange and growth. Therefore, it is concluded that 
entrepreneurial behavior is a function of entrepreneurial resourcefiihiess. 
Objectives 
1. To see the difference between highly successful, moderately successful and 
unsuccessful entrepreneurs with respect to Risk taking behaviour. 
2. To see the difference between highly successful, moderately successful and 
unsuccessful entrepreneurs with respect to Achievement. 
3. To see the difference between highly successful, moderately successful and 
unsuccessfiil entrepreneurs with respect to Power. 
4. To see the difference between highly successful, moderately successflil and 
unsuccessful entrepreneurs with respect to Affiliation. 
5. To see the difference between highly successful, moderately successflil and 
unsuccessful entrepreneurs with respect to Locus of control. 
6. To see the difference between highly successful, moderately successful and 
unsuccessful entrepreneurs with respect to Self-confidence. 
7. To see the difference between highly successful, moderately successful and 
unsuccessful entrepreneurs with respect to Demographic background of 
entrepreneurs. 
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CHAPTER- II 
Review 
In this chapter review of literature implies locating, reading and making 
assessment about reports of earlier research as well as reports of casual 
observation and opinion that are related to the researcher's well planned 
programme. A close and systematic presentation of review of literature has 
many advantages in the area of research which as follows: 
a) It gives us complete and comprehensive information about the field 
under study. 
b) It projects novel ideas about future research trend. 
c) It also provides the opportunity to us to compare different aspects of 
social set ups of the field in which the research is being carried out. 
d) It also gives us an idea about the basic foundations of the under lying 
research. 
In the light of aforesaid points, this chapter is set to deal with relevant 
studies and researches which sets light on the variables which are being used 
in the present research work. 
The Small Industries Extension Training Institute (SIET), Hyderabad 
(1974) conducted a survey of Small Units situated in the twin cities of 
Hyderabad and Sekunderabad. The study analyzed the reasons for starting 
industrial units by interviewing 61 entrepreneurs. The study revealed that 
"economic gain" was the most important reason for starting the Small 
industrial units followed by "ambition", "Social prestige" and "Social 
responsibility" in that order. The study revealed "Capital Shortage" and 
"Government redtapism" as the most discouraging factors. The study further 
showed that younger age, formal education, urban background, experience in 
industry, high scores in levels of aspiration, risk taking and adaptation 
propensity were some of the characteristics that were positively associated 
with the quality of entrepreneurship. 
Gadgil has studied the historical perspectives of Indian entrepreneurship. 
In his interpretation of the origin of modem Indian business class he has 
concentrated mainly on the Social Communities Involved in trade, finance 
and handicraft industries in different geographical areas. 
Lamb has studied the participation of different communities in business 
in nineteenth century. He writes "one is puzzled by the apparent contraction 
between hierarchical view of society as contained in Indian caste and the 
obvious vigor of Indian trading communities". 
Pathak has conducted a survey of 12 units over a period of two years 
with a view to evaluate entrepreneurship. He studied the problems at three 
stages -inception, operational and expansion/diversification. He finds that the 
factors contact, education and finance playing an important part in 
entrepreneurial performance. 
Bhatia carried out a survey of fifty manufacturing firms located in 
Punjab. He studied the socio-Economic background of entrepreneur -their 
attitude towards industry, the problems they faced during establishing and 
building up their enterprise. He found in his study that the entrepreneurs 
belong to all Sectors, service, trading and manufacturing. 
Singh (1964) conducted a study on 25 small units engaged in the light 
engineering units in Agra. He gave distribution of firms studied into size-
groups based on total assets and employment. He studied the socio-economic 
background of the entrepreneurs, main motivational forces and impact of the 
Government assistance on entrepreneurship. 
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Guha (1970) reviewed historically the development of Parsi 
entrepreneurs during 1750-1850; the Parsis success was attributed to their 
greater ability to adjust themselves to European power and their relative non-
involvement in the earlier civil and military administration. 
The aforesaid studies helped us in evaluating the characteristic 
qualities of regional and ethnic groups in their pursuit of entrepreneurship 
extensively. 
Harry (2000) this review of six articles in the psychologist. Manager 
journal by psychologist entrepreneurs Byham (see record 15609) N.A. 
comings (see record 15610) M.K. Growing (see record 15613) J.E. Langhome 
(see record 15617) R. Bob Smith III (see record 15624) k G. W. Watts (see 
record 15628) validates their pioneering struggles & contributions. It points 
out that entrepreneurs often try to understand why they break from their peers 
but tail because they depend on a descriptive rather than an explanatory 
psychology in these examples of successful psychological entrepreneurship 
the authors explain only minimally how they applied their psychological 
Icnowledge to management. Their experiences nevertheless constitute 
encouraging models. 
Vanden, Gary, and Bulato (2000) this article provides commentary on 
the six articles by W.C. By have (see record 15609) M.A. Cummings (see 
record 15610) M.K. Growing (see record 15613) J.E. Langhore (see record 
15617) R. Both smith III see record 15624) & G.W. watts (see record 15628) 
in the special sector section in this issues of the psychologist manager journal 
devoted to the psychologist entrepreneurs. The authors electrify common 
themes of psychologist entrepreneurs, in leveling vision & desire the ability to 
raise capitals concern with customers needs financial management skills & 
49 
self promotion identified personal characteristics of psychologist 
entrepreneurs include ambition self efficacy & delimited optimism self 
confidence «fe decisiveness a willingness to take calculated risks high e.g. 
resilience high tolerance for ambiguity an ability tolerant long periods of 
deferred gratification & a tendency to work hard. The authors also 
differentiate entrepreneurialism in and out of government identifying needed 
research. 
Sarasvathy (2003) this essay connects four key ideas from H. Simon's 
"Science of the artificial" to recent research on entrepreneurial expertise: 
1. Natural laws constrain but do not delicate our designs 
2. We should seize every opportunity to avoid the use of prediction in 
design; 
3. Locality & contingency govern the sciences of the artificial and 
4. Near- decomposability is an essential feature of endorsing designs 
The essay is based on a series of conversations & emails with simon about 
the empirical findings of my doctoral dissertation that involved a protocol 
analysis study of expert founder. 
Gulcimen (2003) the aim of this study was to describe the development of 
a moral entrepreneur scale. A 34- Item liker type scale of the moral 
entrepreneur was constructed & shown to be free of socially desirable 
responses. Construct validity was evaluated by expert judges & overall was 
high. The other validity source was that groups of individuals known to be 
particularly high in the moral entrepreneurial personality scored higher on the 
moral entrepreneur scale than did an in selected sample. The final source of 
validity on the moral entrepreneur scale involved peer evaluations empirically 
the moral entrepreneur scale was showed to correlate possibility with 
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emotional intelligence and locus of control. The scale also correlated 
negatively with Machiavellianism. Factor analysis of responses for the 3 
samples revealed a 4-factor solution: creating awareness resistance, 
participating & mobilizing power. 
Kirk and Belovies (2006) the aim of this article is to provide counselors, 
academic advisers and career coaches with a basic understanding of 
entrepreneurial careers. After presenting history of entrepreneurship the 
authors discuss various psychological social and economic factors associated 
with selecting preparing for and remaining successful in and entrepreneurial 
career. They also discuss various way counselors and help aspiring 
entrepreneurs achieve their goals an extension annotated bibliography of 
online entrepreneurship resources is mcluded. 
Collins and Lankenner (1983) conducted an interview and reported that 
success in business requires many things, but above all 'a burning 
commitment to succeed. Uris (1969) stated that "the fuel of success is 
motivation". The concentrated energy we are willing to get the top. 
"Deciding that you want to be a success is a key element in achieving it". 
Rao and Dixit (1975) used the criteria of repayment of loan to a financial 
corporation from which those entrepreneurs had taken loans before starting 
their enterprises as an indicator of their success. Alladin Tehera (1979) also 
classified successful and unsuccessful entrepreneurs on the basis of 
repayment of bank loan. 
Choudhary (1980) used the rate of net income/profit earned by the unit or 
extend to utilization of the installed capacity as a criteria to identify the 
successful and unsuccessful entrepreneurs. 
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Reddy and Reddy (1981) categorized the success of entrepreneurs into 
four different types such as low success, moderately low success, moderately 
high success and high success depending upon the net income or profit earned 
by each unit or upon the average utilized capacity of the machinery. 
Keeping in view the above said points, Sarupria (1983) in her doctoral 
level study decided that if an entrepreneur survived for about 5 or more years 
continuously he was considered to be successful and those who left before or 
in between because of one or the other reason were called as unsuccessfiil. 
A study conducted by Beckman and Marks (1996) found that business 
experience was a factor in the success of small firms. Another study 
conducted by Costa (1994) indicated that strategic planning cause's long term 
success to various business organizations. Other factors for success include 
quality, customer focus, innovative marketing practices, flexibility and 
employee empowerment (Zetlin, 1994). Filley and Pricer (1991) identified 
several tools for smaller level business success such as good management 
techniques, appropriate operating strategic leadership and time management. 
Regardless, other tools were found to be good financial management, pricing 
strategies and motivational strategies for employees etc. 
A number of studies conducted by Ibrahim and Goodwin (1986), 
Montagno, Kuratko and Scarcella (1986), Hofer and Sandberg (1987), 
Lumpkin and Ireland (1988), Susbauer and Baker (1989) indicates impact of 
environmental factors on business success. 
Ibrahim and Goodwin (1986) stated that "Success in business is 
defined in terms of rate of return on sales, and age or longevity of the firm". 
Cuba, Decenzo and Anish (1983), Khan and Rocha (1982) also found that 
sales, profit, and longevity were important to success. Hofer and Sanberg 
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(1987) noted that high quaUty services or production was the key to success 
for firms and was directly related to effective management and planning 
which relied upon effective management decisions. 
According to Lussier (1996), "There is no generally accepted list of 
variables distinguishing business success from failure..." The two most 
commonly stated variables, however, that seem to make the difference are 
capital and management experience. Steiner and Solem (1988) reported key 
success factors in small manufacturing business would include an 
owner/manager with experience in the business or prior experience; adequate 
financial resources; a competitive advantage based upon customer and 
product specialization; and strategic planning. Dyke, Fischer, and Reuben 
(1992) found that management experience may be a significant factor in 
achieving success or successfiil performance in the small business 
environment. It stated that "would-be business owners should be concerned to 
gain related industry, management, and start-up experience... regardless of the 
type of industry in which they plan to operate". It was also noted, however, 
that while experience was a significant factor, it could vary as industries in 
specific regions might prove more usefiil than national studies. This study 
referred to research regarding failures of small business however, this may 
aipply to successful ones as well. 
Hand, Sineath, and Howie (1987) discussed variables thought to be 
related to business performance, such as characteristics of the entrepreneur 
(age, education, experience, willingness to work, and ability to deal with 
customer and employees). Chaganti and Chaganti (1983) highlighted that key 
success factors were found to be innovation, creativity and managerial 
competence, which are characteristics in owners/ entrepreneurs; Keats and 
53 
Bracker (1988) found that success factors are a part, of an organization's 
general environment, task environment and characteristics of the business 
owner. 
Chawla, Pulling, and Alexander (1997) found that "owner experience 
and industry trend are not critical to the success of a 
manufacturing/construction firm in the early stages of the life cycle". 
Comparing retail firms to manufacturing/construction firms in the same stage 
of the life cycle, differences were found in the importance of the owner's 
experience, market knowledge, industry trend, location issues, and 
purchasing/inventory control. Location issues were more critical to success 
for retail firms both during early and late stages of the life cycle. 
Purchasing/inventory control was also critical for retail firms in both the early 
iind later stages. 
According to Zetlin (1994), small business owners feel that having a 
good product is most important, however, other means of achieving success 
include quality of products for customer's innovation in marketing, flexibility 
in attitudinal change, maintaining good supplier/customer relationships, 
innovation in marketing and hiring good people that can be empowered. Bird 
(1989) stated that firms where owners showed innovation, risk-taking, and 
had previous training were not found to be successful. Another study dealing 
v/ith characteristics of the owner was conducted by Duchesneau and Gartner 
(1990). They found that the characteristics of the owner/manager, the 
strategy- of the firm and the way the business approached start-up were most 
important to success. Regardless prior experience, longer working hours, 
good communication skills, customer-service, planning, flexible management, 
and risk—reduction were found to be pretty good factors which influences 
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entrepreneurial success. Hills and Narayana (1990) ^l^^:^npd a mjjiaf^^ 
factors those contributors to success/such as customer tfeatnrenf; good 
products, management practices, good treatment of employees, and a good 
reputation for the company. O'Neill and Duker (1986) highlighted that small 
business that were successful had higher quality products, lower levels of 
debt, and lower capital intensity, as well as, relied on the good advice of their 
accountants. An intensive study conducted by "Management system 
International" indicates that there are ten important personal entrepreneurial 
characteristics which make a clear cut distinction between successful and 
unsuccessful entrepreneurs. 
Now let us review the studies pertaining to the psychological, social 
land biographical factors that affect entrepreneurial success to our nation. 
Sinha and Chaubey (1972) found that age and economic development 
have some interactional effect on entrepreneurship. Results indicated that 
others belonging to the old age group especially in underdeveloped villages 
had a stronger motive to avoid failure than the motive to achieve success. 
Patel (1970) conducted a study and found that about 78 percent of the 
entrepreneurs were of the 26 to 40 years of age group. 
Lee (1976) found that the two third of the small level entrepreneurs of 
Malaysia were found to be from the age group of 15 to 30 years because of 
t^ vo important reasons: 1) to perform certain kinds of business activities, 
entrepreneurs require some level of formal education 2) a household industry 
can be started by and large at an early age. Further he found that 28.5 percent 
of those in the age group of 26 to 35 years have more than one business as 
compared with 16.0 percent in the 36 to 45 years of age group. 
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Choudhary (1980) found age group of 30 years and below to be closely 
associated with moderately high success especially in case of the managers of 
District Industries, who were found to be working specially in rural units as 
an entrepreneurs. 
Reddy and Reddy (1981) found that younger age group i.e. 
entrepreneurs below 30 years age were found to be associated with low 
success and those belonging to higher age group i.e. 30-40 years were found 
to be associated with high success. 
Cooper and Woo (1989) conducted a study on some important 
demographic factors, such as age, gender, and race, and found that older non-
minority and male entrepreneurs with four or more years of college 
experience were usually associated with successful firms. A study conducted 
by Bates and Nucci (1989) affirmed that the age and size of the firm definitely 
play a good impact upon their survival. The older the firm, the more likely it 
was to remain in business, and the larger the firm, the more likely it was to be 
successful; Boyle and Desai (1991) also pointed out that statistics have shown 
that the longer a small business has been in operation, the better possibility is 
getting for its longer survival in business. Success breeds success. 
Stimpson, Naravyaman, Srinivasa and Shan (1993) compared the 
business attitude characteristics of male & female entrepreneurs and non 
entrepreneurs in the US & India, using the Robinson et al (1991) 
Entrepreneurial Attitude orientation instrument. American Ss was 46 male & 
105 Female entrepreneurs R 33 male & 14 female managers Indian Ss were 
53 Female & 54 male entrepreneurs & 50 fames & 51 male white collar 
workers. Results indicate that in the both male & female entrepreneurs had 
higher scores on innovation achievement & personal control then non 
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entrepreneurs. Also female entrepreneurs & non entrepreneurs both had 
higher self confidence scores than their male counterparts. In India both male 
& female entrepreneurs scored higher than non entrepreneurs on personal 
control. 
Claxton, Mentryre, and Whitely (1995) Investigated possible 
relationships between birth order & need for cognition scores as one reason 
for over representation of first boron among entrepreneurs Analysis of 
variance of responses front 33 female & 45 male undergraduate students 
(aged 20-31 yrs) indicated no statistically significant associations between 
birth order & need for cognition scores. 
Bruni, Silvix and Poggio (2004) uses the neologism "entrepreneurs 
mentality" paying implicit homage to Foucault's govemmentality to highlight 
how in entrepreneurial discovers in mobilized as a system of thinking about 
women entrepreneurs which is able to make some of that activity thmkable & 
practicable namely: who can be an entrepreneur what entrepreneurs is what or 
who is managed by that form of governance of economic relations? 
Discourses on women entrepreneurs are linguistic practices the create truth 
effects. Some author argued that social studies of woman entrepreneurs tend 
to reproduce an endocentric entrepreneur mentality that makes hegemonic 
masentlinity invisible. They portray women's organizations as "the other" & 
sustain social expectation of their difference, there by implicitly reproducing 
male experience as a preferred normative nature. Taking a deconstructive 
page on how an entrepreneur mentality discourse in gendered reveals the 
gender sub text underpaying the practices of the scientific community that 
study women entrepreneurs & in so doing open a space to question them. 
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Bruni, Silvia and Poggio (2004) traditional literature & research on 
entrepreneurship relies on a model of economic rationality alleged to be 
universal & amended. This article presents a description of the processes that 
position people as 'man' and 'women' within entrepreneurial practices & as 
entrepreneur's with in gender practices relying on stereographic study carried 
out in small enterprises in Italy. Our analysis show how gender & 
entrepreneurship are enacted as situated practices & how the codes of 
gendered identities are kept, changed and Trans grassed by constantly sliding 
between different symbols spaces. In particular we high light five processes of 
the symbolic construction of gender and entrepreneurship: managing the dual 
presence doing are menial and re medial work boundary keeping doing are 
menial and remedial work boundary keeping footing and gender 
commoditization. We then propose a fmal metaphor which conveys a 
summary image of these processes. In concluding purpose of our investigator 
highlighting not only how entrepreneurship is equated with the masculine but 
also how alternative and possible forms of entrepreneurship exist in the same 
way as different forms of gender. 
Harvey (2005) this study applies the concept of inter sectionally to 
Black women's entrepreneurial activity. Specifically the author addresses the 
ways in which race gender & class interested to inform working class black 
Vk'omen's decisions & experiences as hair Salan owners By placing black 
v/omen at the center of analysis the author explores businesses ownership 
from the perspective of a group that has frequently been over looked in 
sociology of entrepreneurship research. The finding indicate the race gender 
& class inequalities shape working class black women's entrepreneurship in 
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two areas; the process of becoming entrepreneurs & relationships with stylists 
formal also tract. 
Lewis (2006) the emphasis in research on female entrepreneurship 
remain focused on the impact of gender on women's experience of business 
ownership, often demonstrated through comparisons of male and female 
entrepreneurs. By contrast this article explores the differences and divisions 
between women business owners who are silent about gender issues and those 
who are not. The main data drawn own in the article are e-mails conducted 
through a web-based entrepreneurial network set up to promote and support 
Avomen in business supplemented with interview material derived from an 
interview study of 19 women business owners not only treat entrepreneurship 
as gender neutral but also seek to conceal its genders nature we can see how 
some female entrepreneurs are trying to avoid being identified as different 
form of masculine norms of entrepreneurship. 
Patel (1970) conducted an investigation and found that education is not 
a significant indicator for fast growing entrepreneurs. In his study, conducted 
by him entrepreneurs found to be ranging between standard fifth to doctoral 
level. Thiagarajan (1972) emphasized the modification of Indian educational 
programmer and found that the children learn about self-confidence, risk-
taking ability and responding challenges on the part of their career use to 
motivate them to become a successful entrepreneur. 
Mine (1973) conducted a study on the Tamil Muslim Merchants and 
found that certain amount of western style education is important for 
entrepreneurial success (on the average eight to nine years). This will help the 
entrepreneurs to secure employment in the business he does. In another study 
Papanek (1973) on the industrial entrepreneur of Pakistan, found that 
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education was having limited importance beyond the basic skills, while 
learning on the job was considered to be crucial. 
Rao (1975) studied the background of industrial entrepreneurs and 
found that many of them have not completed schooling (high school). Lee 
(1976) also found that about one-half of the Malaysian small entrepreneurs 
either did not have any formal education at all or received education only up 
to primary level. 
Uplaonkar (1977) in an analysis of educational background of 
entrepreneurs reported that entrepreneurs are middle level educated ones 
(Matriculates). 
Choudhary (1980) studied the managers of District Industries Centre of 
Gadwal, Andhra Pradesh and Mahboobnagar (Kamataka) found that higher 
education was associated with moderately high success, matriculation and 
under-graduation being followed by technical degree/diploma with high 
success. This relationship might be because of the respondents who were at 
the managerial position and necessarily required higher education. 
Deivasenapathy (1986) reported that entrepreneurs of healthy units 
were found to have a higher level of education when compared to those sick 
units. 
McCroy's (1956) conducted his study on a group of small factories and 
f3und that educated group operated the most profitable enterprises. Though 
the findings on the influence of education are inconclusive, but its importance 
cannot be minimized in the present context of fast-growing technological 
changes. 
Nafziger (1971) surveyed the Indian entrepreneurs and analyzed them 
in terms of their social community, caste and religion. He found that industrial 
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entrepreneurship can be developed only in a society in which cultural norms 
permit variability in the choice of paths of life; in which, the relevant process 
of socialization of the individuals has not been completely standardized, and 
demand conformity of a prescribed pattern that is the basis for an appropriate 
personality development leading to productive orientation. 
Uplaonkar (1977) in a study of self-employed entrepreneurs revealed 
that a majority of entrepreneurs are drawn from communities with business 
background. Members from non-business communities, particularly 
scheduled castes and tribes have shown the least interest, so much so that 
communities like Christians are practically not represented. This indicates that 
entrepreneurship in India is, perhaps, largely a matter of social inheritance 
rather than acquisition itself 
Babu (1978) described the patterns of occupational inheritance and 
their influence on entrepreneurial performance in small industries. In Indian 
society certain communities have high occupational inheritance together with 
rigidity in intergenerational occupational mobility. This has a positive effect 
on occupational performance. Results indicate that higher the occupational 
inheritance the better the occupational performance. Catholic, Christian and 
Muslim entrepreneurs have inherited the skills of their traditional occupations 
and perform better in the area of small industries. The Hindu-Nayar 
entrepreneurs have shown less occupational inheritance and low 
entrepreneurial performance because they were traditionally landlords and 
government servants. 
Rao (1979) stresses on community while selecting entrepreneurs for 
training. These communities must be of good financial background, trading 
and business-background, risk-takers, migrates and minority group etc. 
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Rao and Moulik (1979) found that the Agarwals, Jains and Brahmins 
were the dominant castes among the good entrepreneurs. 
Sheobahl Singh (1979) intensively studied the carpet industry of 
Bhadohi. He argued that religion as such has not played any significant role in 
deteimining entrepreneurial involvement. Muslims were probably the most 
successful in carpet industries because of the relations between the weavers 
and manufacturers. Hindu entrepreneurs are not only larger in number but are 
also successful in carpet business. He also found that although caste plays no 
role in entrepreneurial involvement. Banias are more adaptable to 
occupational opportunities. The most important aspect of entrepreneurial 
activity in the carpet industry is the manufacturer's attempt to establish 
contact with weavers. This requu"es a great deal of talent, leadership and 
sociability on the part of the manufacturers. 
Khanka and Bist (1987) attempted to delineate the flight of opportunity 
conditions and its influence on the emergence and development of 
entrepreneurship in the area of Kumaun (U.P.) and concluded that the 
opportune conditions both economic and non-economic have been found less 
favourable in the area of the Kumaun hills. According to them, opportune 
conditions its own kind, cannot give birth to "innovative entrepreneurs" in 
like Japan. 
Butler and Herring (1991) investigated the degree to which being self 
employed was more prevalent within certain social and ethnic groups than 
others. They found that those of Jewish ancestry were significantly more 
likely than others to be self employed, those fi-om "social" ethnic groups were 
generally less likely than while ethnics to be higher income family, male from 
the south, and non catholic and having a self employed father also increased 
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the likelihood of being self employed. Among the progeny of the self 
employed, those of African, English, Hispanic and Asian descent were 
significantly less likely to be self employed. Among those whose fathers were 
not self employed, only Jewish were significantly more likely to be self 
employed. 
Singh (1991) examined psycho-social factors associated with 
differential rates of small scale industrial growth (IG) in 448 metal working 
entrepreneurs aged 25-27 yrs) in India. Ss completed a battery and of tests, 
including the sixteen personality factor questiormaire (16PF) and the survey 
of work values (H. Singh, unpublished manuscript). Factors associated with 
fast rate of IG were entrepreneurial competence, approach a voidance motive 
emotional stability and high esteem. The inhibitors of a fast rate of IG were 
low achievement and resistance to change. Fast progressing Ss were upwardly 
starving punctual and competitive and had a better education; slow 
progressing Ss were tense, emotionally unstable and concentrative concerning 
IG. 
Thornton (1999) recent research on entrepreneurship by sociologists 
has focused on sub-sectors of the discipline rather on entrepreneurship as a 
class. The review draws insights from diverse literatures to develop a 
sociological perspective of an entrepreneurship as a whole imtil recently, the 
supply side the dominant school or research. Never work from the demand 
side perspective has focused on rates or the context in which entrepreneurship 
occurs. This review emphasizes this less developed demand side perspective 
in particular the influences of firms & markets on how, where & why new 
enterprises are founded. The authors takes stock of the differences & 
separation in the two perspectives and argues that sociological frame works 
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an embeddedness perspectives institution & ecological theory & multi level 
models can be used to integrated the two schools & extend their research 
implications. Papanik (1973) made an exhaustive survey on Pakistan's 
industrial businessmen and found that the Geographical mobility broadened 
the horizons of man and stressed the importance of occupation by diminishing 
the ties with the home and family and restricting the development of leisure 
time activities within the family. 
Kumar (1977) studied the socio-cultural values of entrepreneurs and 
found that, these persons were not known for entrepreneurship before 
migration. He raised a question as to why they are pioneers in their adopted 
homelands, and not in the countries of their origin. Certainly, their 
entrepreneurial behavior cannot be attributed to their sudden acculturation to 
the modem values, since there pre-industrial societies were supposed to be 
lacking in them. Immigrants could have learned only traditional values in 
their adopted mother lands. He gave a possible explanation for the above 
question as, the immigration to these countries open new opportunities, a 
stmcture to which they responded. Such opportunities were lacking in their 
own country, probably that was the reason for migration. 
In the case of traditionally value oriented societies, minority groups, 
foreign entrepreneurs, and immigrants play a crucial role all together. Since 
these groups are not fully integrated in the society, they enjoy relatively 
greater freedom to engage in entrepreneurial activity than the natives. 
Sheobalal (1979) also found that, the immigrant manufacturers were 
more successful then the native manufacturers in Bhadoli (U.P.), because 
their social position in the area is not established, neither they have a 
relationship with local politicians nor they are able to attract government 
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officials. This has helped them in their devotion to and insight into 
entrepreneurial work. 
Rao and Moulik (1979) studied the entrepreneurs, who were being 
selected through the entrepreneurial development training programmer. They 
found that the entrepreneurs themselves appear to be very mobile, A majority 
of them have visited other towns, cities and states on business or education. 
Rao (1979) also found that a person coming from the group who has tendency 
to migrate from one place to another place, have more chances of becoming a 
good entrepreneur. 
Studies by Bema (1960), Gaikwad & Tripathy (1970) and Derossi 
(1971) have shown that significant help (both material and moral) from the 
family will foster entrepreneurship. 
Javilloner and Peters (1973) studied the Indian entrepreneurs, who 
were small-scale manufacturers. They found that the entrepreneurship as a 
situational phenomenon is likely to extend family ownership and support 
rather than as individual phenomenon. Family ownership and involvement in 
manufacturing were found to facilitate and sometimes necessitate the 
entrepreneurs' entry into his occupational roles. The extended family support 
sometimes serves as training ground for acquisition of skills in running a 
business. 
Nandi (1973) studied the entrepreneurial culture in Calcutta, and found 
that entrepreneurial exposures through family have played a very positive role 
on an entrepreneurial success. 
Nafziger (1973) reported that in Indian situation the extended family 
support is the unit of entrepreneurship, supplying managerial and financial 
resources needed for business operations. The fact that the extended family 
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support may also be the basic consumption unit means that resources may 
frequently be diverted from business investment to support family members 
wi1ii little or no earnings. The inter-relationships provided by message 
networks of the family can help, determine the access to credit and 
opportunities for mobility by family members in entrepreneurial efforts. 
Papanik (1973) studied Pakistan's industrial entrepreneurs and found 
contradictory results as compared to Indian entrepreneurs. He found that 
enljepreneurs stressed the importance of the occupation by diminishing the 
ties with the home and family and by restricting the development of leisure 
time activities within the family. 
Venkata Rao (1975) studied the background of the industrial 
entrepreneurs and found that a majority of them were formally traders and 
financers. 
Magdalena (1977) pointed out that the enterprising family is a social 
institution. This was defined in two ways. Firstly, its children tend to have 
received social, financial and other support that makes-them especially able to 
enter business. Working in the family firm and eventual inheritance of the 
same are the ways in which the entrepreneurial spirit is shared and 
tra.nsmitted. 
Lee (1976) found that entrepreneurs in Malaysia could enter into 
business (service industry), because of financial assistance from the family 
while those in the other industries have either inherited their father's business 
or have been able to enter business with the aid of government or other non-
family assistance. 
Ward (1977) strongly argued the "socialization model" of 
entrepreneurship. This is the main cause of the tradition of enterprise within a 
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family on both theoretical and empirical grounds. A family tradition in 
business is thought to be responsible for the production of entrepreneurs 
throughout the world on the contrary Levy (1949) and Landez (1951) have 
cited cases in which Kinships relations inhibited entrepreneurial growth. The 
study conducted by UNESCO (1966), in India has shown that entrepreneurs 
of the non-business background grew faster in their entrepreneurial activities. 
The above finding was supported by Sharma (1975) who observed that 
entrepreneurs of non-business background have a higher degree of 
entrepreneurial orientation and commitment. But at the same time, the 
importance of family background was emphasized in starting their enterprises. 
Reddy and Reddy (1981) found that size of total investment also 
affects the success level. They found that the higher investment groups are 
high in success as compare to their counter parts. 
Parasuramau, Yasmin & God (1996) Examined the influence of work 
& family variable an the career success & psychological well being of 59 men 
& 52 200 men business owners (BSOs) aged 26-61 yrs. Scales were used to 
measure such variables as autonomy, job mvolvement parental demand & life 
stress. Results indicate that work domain variables account for significant 
variation in time commitment to work where as family domain variables 
explain substantial variation in time commitment to family. Women BSOs 
devote significantly more time to family than man BSOs, Who devote more 
time to work than women. 
Paul, Winter, Nancy and Fitzgerald (2003) the purpose of this study is 
to explore the impact of variables related to the timing and sequencing of 
family and business development on the types of adjustment strategies that 
business and family managers use during hectic times. The purpose in 
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accomplished through the analysis of the national sample of business owning 
families in which the family manager had at least one child living in the 
household. Findings indicate that the stage of business life cycle has a 
significant impact on real locating family resources as an adjustment strategy 
of real locating business resources. The findings underscore the importance 
and the family realms in attempting to understand the dynamics associated 
with family owned business. 
McClelland (1961) found that entrepreneurial behaviour was exhibited 
by people who were high in need for achievement. 
Atkinson (1966) found that people who have high need for 
achievement tend to believe in their own ability to control the outcome of 
their efforts. Hundal (1968) studied the fast and slow progressing industrial 
entrepreneurs of Ludhiana (Punjab). He found that the fast progressing 
entrepreneurs had higher need for achievement as compare to their counter 
parts. Further, Hundal (1971) also found that the aspirations, achievement 
motivation, and inventory tendency were associated with a faster rate of 
industrial growth, whereas hoarding tendency and optimistic tendency seemed 
to be related to the slow rate of industrial growth. 
Singh and Singh (1971) showed that progressive successful group of 
entrepreneurs had high need for achievement scores as compared to other 
groups which clearly shown that need for achievement is unquestionably an 
important constituent of a successful entrepreneurship. Also, progressive 
entrepreneurs rated their economic progress higher in comparison to the 
ratings of unsuccessful progressive entrepreneurs. They also found that 
business entrepreneurs scored high on need for achievement as compare to 
agricultural entrepreneurs. 
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Nandi (1973) conducted different researches on entrepreneurs, and 
found that the fathers' entrepreneurial behaviour was related with the son's 
achievement motivation. Further, he stated that the need for achievement, 
need for power, efficiency and overall modernity were positively related with 
entry into enterprise. 
Again Nandi (1973) on the entrepreneurs of Calcutta, found that need 
for achievement does contribute directly to entry into an enterprise. Once a 
person has entered and survived in his new role, the need becomes less of an 
asset to him, and other variables comes to determine more directly the quality 
of entrepreneurial performance. 
Chaubey (1974) observed that the presence of people with high need 
for achievement in society has accelerated economic growth of their 
respective organizations. 
Collins and Moore (1964) explored the motives of entrepreneurs. The 
most important drive in the entrepreneur's studies was found autonomy. 
Money was important insofar as it ensured independence, authority, and 
freedom from the frustrations and dependency of poverty. But it was not 
considered a primary motivator. Entrepreneurs used money to achieve more 
and more in time to come. Many of these people became good entrepreneurs 
when their advancement in organizations or the other professions was found 
to be blocked. 
A psychoanalytic view of the entrepreneur comes from major 
contribution made by Abraham Zalieznik and his colleague Manfred Kets 
de'vries (1975). They viewed the entrepreneurs as motivated by "persistent 
feelings of dissatisfaction, reflection and powerlessness" stemming from 
conflicting relations with their parents rejecting father and a domineering 
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mother. It is the aching psychological need for restitution, for relief of these 
painful conflicts, which can lead either to self-destructive and impulsive 
acting out or to creative and innovative effects associated with developing a 
new enterprise. 
Singh (1978) in a seven year follow-up study of agricultural 
entrepreneurs of high and low achievement motivation indicated that 
agiicultural entrepreneurs with high need for achievement continue to 
increase their productivity more than their counterparts. 
Varga (1976) conducted a study on entrepreneurs who were exposed to 
the entrepreneurial motivation development training programme in four 
different countries. Results indicated that fear of failure is an important 
intervening variable to explain who would translate the gain from training 
into setting up an enterprises. He also found that fear of failure prevented 
people from going into entrepreneurial activities, even if they had high 
achievement motive. 
Bhattacharyya (1979) proposed a behaviour model of entrepreneurs. 
According to him the entrepreneur's need of self actualization manifested, in 
the need for achievement, which forces him to create something new in the 
foirm of, a new product, a new order, a newer way of doing things and newer 
standard for himself and society. 
Rao and Gaikwad (1979) characterized the effective entrepreneurs on 
the basis of behavioural characteristics like: entrepreneurial movement, etc. 
among the entrepreneurs who were exposed to Achievement Motivation 
Training (AMT) programme. Results indicated that the higher percentage of 
entrepreneurial movements occurred among those who had AMT as 
compared to those who were not exposed to AMT on the part of their carrier. 
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Achievement orientation was positively correlated with all the other 
behavioral indices. This indicates that achievement motivation is a significant 
variable in entrepreneurial effectiveness. 
Pandey and Tewary (1979) administered Mukherjee's sentence 
completion test of achievement values on the respondents who wanted to start 
their own small scale industries. The study revealed that the applicants 
selected by the committee showed significantly greater amount of 
achievement value. Further, the subjects above 35 years of age were found to 
be lower in need for achievement than those who were below 35 years of age. 
Hisrich and Brush (1986) examined motivations towards business, 
entrepreneurial characteristics and psychological characteristics. The results 
obtain by them indicates that achievement, opportunity, and job satisfaction 
was the motivation for self employment. These entrepreneurs considered 
themselves skilled in the areas of dealing with people, idea generation, and 
product innovation. The personality characteristics explored in the study were 
found to be consistent with the typical profile of the entrepreneur. 
Winslow (1990) examined the major points of motivating 
entrepreneurial behaviour. He viewed that the climate, atmosphere or 
environment must be created to allow expression of entrepreneurial activity. 
The drive, motivation or spirit of entrepreneurial behaviour is broadly 
distributed in the general population. Another observation in this connection 
indicates that entrepreneurial environment has an aura of excitement 
suspended belief and impertinence toward conventional wisdom. 
Singh (1991) examined psycho-social factors associated with 
differential rates of small scale industrial growth in 448 metal working 
entrepreneurs (aged 25-47 yrs). Two of the important factors associated with 
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fast rate of industrial growth were found to be entrepreneurial competence 
and approach avoidance motive. The inhibitors of a fast rate of industrial 
growth were found to be low achievement and resistance to change. Fast 
progressing subjects were found to be more upwardly striving, punctual, and 
competitive and had a better education than slow progressing subjects. 
Babb and Babb (1992) examined differences between rural and urban 
entrepreneurs using data from 926 low technology retail service firms in rural 
Florida. Type A behaviour and need for achievement were found to be among 
the few traits that differentiated founders from non-founders. 
McClelland finds that entrepreneurs and managers are especially likely 
to have high n Arch. Whether in socialist or a capitalist country, in private 
business or in government the more effective managers tend to have a sharply 
focused goal orientation, a drive to compete either with peers or according to 
some standard of excellence. They make moderately risky decisions in 
settings in which they believe they can exert some control over the outcomes 
and they constantly gauge the effectiveness of their decisions and effort by 
some unambiguous index. McClelland suggest that it is no accident that most 
cartoons set in a business office show in the background a chart with a curve 
depicting sales, profits or production. 
McClelland believes that the need for achievement is shaped rather 
early in life - in part by the culture, through such media a children's readers, 
and in part by parental styles which encourage children to take responsibility, 
promote independence in action, and reinforce achievement. He fiirther 
asserts that the economies of entire nation rise or fall over the years as a 
consequence of the culture's influence on the need for achievement reflected 
in the development of the entrepreneurial instinct. 
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Langan, Janice and Roth (1995) a topology of the female entrepreneurs 
was developed on the basis of psychological characteristics of 60 Australian 
founder business women. A number of projective and self report measures 
were used to assess multiple dimensions of personality within the tactical 
theoretical from work of David McClelland. Variables influencing the 
motivations of entrepreneurs were explored & included self-attributed need 
for power & influence ability to influence have power resistance to 
subordination, internal locus of control job satisfaction & achievement 
values. Analysis revealed 3 psychological types of female entrepreneurs the 
need achiever entrepreneur the pragmatic entrepreneurs, & the managerial 
entrepreneur. The need achievers had high need achievement stores the 
managerial entrepreneurs had high self attributed need for power & influence 
scores & the pragmatic entrepreneurs were moderate on both motivations of 
achievement & power. 
Winslow (1990) examines the major points of motivating 
entrepreneurial (EP) & or entrepreneurial (IP) behavior. The climate, 
atmosphere or environment must be created to allow expression of EP-IP 
activity. The drive motivation or spirit of EP-IP behavior is broadly 
distributed in the general population. Also addressed is the view that behavior 
is determined by its consequences. Another observation discussed is that EP-
IP environments have an aura of excitement & suspended belief & an 
iinportance toward conventional wisdom. Other points concern the ideas that 
EP-IP activity frequently appears as deviant behavior & that the terms entre 
or entrepreneurship are used loosely & thus are becoming useless in 
discussing economics or organizational activity. 
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Sagie and Elizur (1999) in this study we have attempted to assess the 
achievement motive of 114 students of small business, considered as having 
high entrepreneurial orientations & 171 students of business & economics 
considered as high lower entrepreneurial orientations. Based a faced 
definitions of achievement motive we analyzed the structure of achievement 
motive for both samples. At hypothesized result reflected the three facets of 
achievement motive type of confi-ontation time perspective related to task 
performance & behavior modality. As hypothesized, small business students 
were focused to score higher than their business & economics colleagues on 
most of the achievement items. Considerable differences between the samples 
were found on four achievement components the readiness to face, 
iimcertainty calculating risk, under taking personal responsibility & solving 
problems. The discussion focused on the advantages of the multifaceted 
approach to achievement motive & implications for assessing it in various 
settings. 
Hamsemark (2003) Personal characteristics of subjects were measured 
11 years before the follow-up data were collected. The purpose of the study 
was to show whether a connection exists between Need for Achievement & 
Locus of control of Reinforcement on the hand & the Entrepreneurial 
Activity; Start of New Business on the other hand & whether any gender 
specific difference exists. Participants were 17 men 28 women in the 
experimental group and 31 men & 35 women in the control group. Need for 
Achievement were measured in two ways with a thematic apperception test 
(TAT) consisting of six pictures, and with the cesarean- Make personality 
schedule (CMPs). Locus of control of Reinforcement was measured with 
Rotter's Internal External test. The results support neither is Achievement 
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(TAT) nor need for Achievement (CMPs) as having predictive validity on the 
entrepreneurial Activity Start of New Business. This could be said about both 
men & women. The results do support that locus of control has predictive 
validity. However, this holds only for men not for women. 
Diaz and Rodriguez (2003) over the last two decades social scientists 
have said greater attention to the phenomenon of the creation of companies 
iand especially to the personality of entrepreneurs. This article examines the 
prevalence of a range of psychological attributes in a sample of entrepreneurs 
from undulation cooperatives. These attributes are locus of control assessed 
by a version of the I-E Rotter Scale (1966); need of achievement using Lynn's 
Achievement Motivation Questionnaire- LAMQ - (Lynn 1969) and values 
cissessed by the Rokeach (1973) value survey we have analyzed the 
similarities and differences of this kind of entrepreneurship compared with 
other entrepreneurs who do not operate within the community economy. Our 
result shows the double profile of the co-operative entrepreneurs half way 
between the manager and the qualified worker, 
A second motive identified subjects stories is the need for establishing, 
maintaining or resorting pleasant emotional relationships with other people. 
Persons with strong needs for affiliation (need for Affiliation) want primarily 
to be liked by others; "getting along" with co-workers is more important to 
them that how much the group accomplishes. In response to the picture of the 
architect, such persons would emphasize the architect's thoughts about the 
family in the portrait on the desk: the good times they have had together, how 
much they mean to one another. Persons with high need for Affiliation would 
be more sensitive to other people's feelings than would persons with high n 
Ach. They would be attracted to tasks involving groups, while the high n Ac 
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person would prefer being a loner with a job that depends on him or her alone. 
As managers, high need for Affiliation persons might avoid taking decisions 
that would engender emotional or social conflict. 
It would be tempting to infer that high n Ac persons make the best 
mangers and that high need for Affiliation individuals would make ineffective 
managers. However, some concern for affiliation is important if the manager 
is to develop the group structure and climate necessary for long-run 
effectiveness. 
A third motive is the desire to exert control or influence over people. 
Unfortunately, this need tends to suggests, to most people, something sinister 
or malevolent about a person's motives, to make people thin of the person as 
a building Napoleon or Hitler. However, a strong need for power does not 
necessarily result in an autocratic or tyrannical leadership style. Winter (1967) 
found that this need (need for Power) could take either an unsocialized or a 
socialized expression in college students. In the former case, it was reflected 
in a desire for sexual conquests or physical aggression. In its socialized form, 
it was manifested by active membership in or leadership or student and 
community group or organizations which sought constructive ends, such as 
civil rights campus reform, and student government. 
Several researchers have found that the major motivating factors for 
women entrepreneurs to start a business are: the need for achievement, the 
desire to be independent (autonomy), the need for job satisfaction, with 
making money (also supported by Homquist and Sundin) and often chose 
business ownership resulting from career dissatisfaction. They also saw 
entrepreneurship as a means of meeting their own career needs and their 
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children' needs simultaneously. The desire to make money^^ tbe^next most 
important factor. 
Vijaya and Kamalanabhan (195) in their study of potential women 
entrepreneurs in India found that money for them was rarely the primary 
driving force. Many were driven by the objective of providing services to the 
community. They were frequency found to be pursuing social goals like 
customer satisfaction, together with economic goals. Social issues and 
problems also provided an impetus for women to begin business. Other 
important motivation factors for women were the need to provide security to 
the family, and a desire to have flexibility in their occupational and domestic 
spheres of life. 
On the whole, research indicates that men start their business prunarily 
due to 'pull' factors such as the opportunity to work independently, to have 
greater control over one's work, and to earn more money. There is a lesser 
degree of influence of 'push' factors such as limited advancement 
opportunities, job frustration and avoidance of an unreasonable boss or unsafe 
working conditions. On the other hand, women business owners in Holmquist 
and Sundin's study mentioned 'push' factors of frustration and boredom in 
their previous job, followed by interest in the business. The 'pull' factor of 
autonomy was a distant third motivator in starting their own businesses. 
Many psychologists have criticized the attempts to relate achievement 
motivation with entrepreneurship. Brockhaus (1982) has very clearly pointed 
out that McClelland's empirical research did not directly connect need for 
achievement with the decision to own and manage a business. This problem 
was corroborated from the findings of Hull et al (1980), who found need for 
achievement to be a week predictor of an individual's tendency to start a new 
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business. A relationship so described may only serve to observe the operation 
of the achievement motive. The reasons why people start their own business 
have been shown to be a mixture of 'push' and 'pull' factors which may be or 
may not be associated with the need to achieve. Regardless there are a variety 
of reasons for setting up a new business; it follows that business owners will 
vary in their motivational structure from those who enjoy a challenge to the 
person who has sought self-employment as a more desirable form of earning 
and a living alternative lifestyle etc. 
It was hypothesized that successful entrepreneurs would be high on 
needs for power, achievement and work centrality than the unsuccessful 
entrepreneurs. 
Recent development in psychology of motivation promises to be of 
some real use in improving our understanding of entrepreneurial behaviour. 
Entrepreneurial motivation may be considered crucial to entrepreneurship 
effectiveness. Success and failure of entrepreneurial performance can be best 
explained by their motivational dynamics, because the survival, growth and 
development of enterprise are dependent upon entrepreneur's motivational 
orientations. The success of small-scale industry largely depends on the 
organizational skills of the entrepreneurs who are the central axis of these 
units. Nandy (1973) pointed out that the entrepreneur as an agent of 
managements is a critical factor in small-scale industries than the capital and 
it is more vital to development than either labour or natural resources. Thus, a 
successful small scale industry is an expression of entrepreneur's competence. 
Need for power seems to be important, for entrepreneurs by the very 
nature of their job need to actively supervise others and manipulate them in 
order to achieve organizational goals. Power is viewed as capacity to 
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influence other's behaviour (Ghiselli, 1971' Likert & Likert, 1976). The need 
to excel is known as achievement motive is a measurable factor in groups and 
individual, which provides the internal impetus to excel in situations 
involving standard of excellence; it leads to higher level of aspirations so that 
people work hard and make more progress. Achievement motivation is a 
critical factor that leads one towards entrepreneurship (Pareek, 1976 Shapero, 
1975; McClelland & Winter, 1969). Research has shown the causal 
relationship between need for achievement and entrepreneurial success. Stahl 
(1983) has reported that high managerial motivation consists of high need for 
power and high need for achievement and low managerial consists of both 
low need for power and low need for achievement. 
It is evident from the results that the successful entrepreneurs were 
liigh on need for power, need for achievement and centrality on work. 
(Pestonjee, 1996; Sinha, 1990; Nandy, 1973; Likert & Likert, 1976; 
McClelland, 1965). On several entrepreneurial studies researchers have 
reported that high need for power, high need for achievement and high work 
motivation were bound to be associated with high company performance and 
the faster growth of the organization (Shapero, 1975). In the present study the 
entrepreneur of healthy units had high level of need of power, need of 
achievement and work centrality, among other factors, which, might have 
contributed to the success of their units through their impact upon them. On 
the contrary, it is clear from the findings that low need for power, low need 
for achievement and low work motivation of the entrepreneurs of the 
unhealthy units did not have the required influence over behaviour of their co-
workers and energize to assert the units in the organization resulting in 
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retarded growth of the organization and units began to loose their 
organizational health. 
It may thus, be concluded that entrepreneurial success largely depends 
on the skills and motivations of the entrepreneurs who constitute the central 
axis of the units. Further studies may be designed in the light of childhood 
experience, family background, organizational citizenship, social support and 
leadership dynamics. 
Achievement motive is defined as the need a person has within himself 
to compete against an internal standard (McClelland, 1953). 
Murray (1938) defined achievement need as a desire or a tendency to 
overcome obstacles to exercise power, to strive to do something difficult as 
well and as quickly as possible. 
McClelland et al(1953) assessed individual differences in the strength 
of achievement motive by means of TAT technique. 
Atkinson et al. (1957) viewed achievement need as a seeking social 
acceptance, focusing on its positive attribute than the negative (fear of 
separation as highlighted by Shipley and Veroff). 
Affiliation is defined as the need to establish, maintain or restore a 
positive affective relationship as in friendship. 
. McClelland (1961) and Palmer (1971) viewed that entrepreneurial 
functions primarily involve risk-taking behaviour, McClelland (1961) again 
established the relationship between high need for achievement and moderate 
risk-taking behaviour. 
Sinha (1969) pointed out that "reluctance to take risk and general attitude 
of playing safe is proving a stumbling block in the acceptance of the 
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innovations". He further, remarked that certain amount of risk-taking 
behaviour is an integral factor in economic development. 
Liles (1974) viewed that in order to become a good entrepreneur an 
individual takes risks towards financial well being, career opportunities, 
family relations and psychic well being. McClelland suggested that an 
entrepreneur takes up a moderately risky situation. He avoids a situation 
where the outcome is certain for it to offer no challenge. He also avoids a 
situation of high risk for it borders on speculation. 
Singh (1976) conducted a study on agriculture entrepreneurs of Delhi and 
found that progressive ones showed moderate risk-taking scores. In the case 
of successful entrepreneurs a positive non-significant trend of relationship 
between anxiety and risk-taking score was obtained, with an inverse 
relationship in the case of unsuccessful entrepreneurs. Further Singh and 
Singh (1971) found hardly any relationship between traditionalism and risk-
taking behaviour. Traditional entrepreneurs appeared to be strongly inhibited 
by failure. The highest scores on risk-taking behaviour were recorded by 
senior and junior owner directors, whereas the lowest scores were bring 
recorded by junior sleeper executives and successful small owners, 
Chaubey (1974) concluded that the individual with a strong motive to 
achieve takes calculated risks, rather then playing long shots of being over 
cautious. The success of efforts to introduce modem agricultural practices 
largely depends upon the willingness of the person to take risk, his 
willingness to invest his savings. 
De (1976) observed that the moderate level risk taking behaviour was 
found to be an important characteristic for running a successful business in 
the popular business world. 
81 
Hull et al (1980) found potential entrepreneurs to have a greater 
propensity to take risks. Their definition of 'entrepreneur' included any one 
who owned a business, assumed risk for the sake of profit and had the explicit 
intention of expanding the business. Brockhaus (1980) was unable to make a 
distinction between the risk-taking propensity of new entrepreneurs from 
managers or the general population. Brockhaus avoided the complication of 
whether the entrepreneurial venture was a success. He speculated that 
established entrepreneurs might appear to be more moderate risk-takers 
because those entrepreneurs with a propensity towards low or high levels risk-
taking might cease to be entrepreneurs at a greater rate than those with a 
propensity towards moderate risk-taking. 
According to Meredith et al (1982) entrepreneurs avoid low-risk situations 
because there is a lack of challenge and avoid high risk situations because 
they want to succeed. They like by and large achievable challenges on the part 
of their career. 
Timons et al (1985) made a strong association between success and the 
degree of risk-taking. According to them, it has been argued that, giver that 
some risk of failure must be attached to any business undertaking, than that 
some risk of failure must be attached to any business undertaking the 
successful entrepreneur is the one who takes calculated risks. 
It might be argued that the propensity to take calculated risks is 
associated with the strategic behaviour of the entrepreneur. This assertion 
gains support from the work of Hoy and Garland (1983) who have 
demonstrated that strategic behaviour make differentiation between 
entrepreneurs and small business owners, whereas 'selected personal traits did 
not hold up as distinguishing characteristics'. 
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There has been a sizable amount of researches on risk-taking behaviour in 
different areas. Broadly speaking, these researches are mainly of two types, 
one dealing with individual differences in risk-taking behaviour, and the 
other, with the effect of situational factors on risk-taking behaviour. The first 
type of researches have dealt with the question of a general risk-taking trait 
upon which individuals differ, or with the problem of relationship of risk-
taking behaviour with personality variables The importance of the question of 
consistency in an individual's inclination for risk across situations has been 
emphasized by Kogan and Wallach (1967) in their extensive review of the 
risk-taking literature. The first study dealing with this question was reported 
by Slovic (1962). He argued that the existence of a risk-taking disposition 
would be established if different measures of risk-taking behaviour 
demonstrated what Cainpbeil' and Fiske (1959) call convergent validity. 
Administering a battery of nine different measures of risk-taking, behaviour 
on a sample of eighty-two Ss, Slovic attempted to find out correlations among 
different measures of risk-taking. But his findings did not establish the 
existence of a general risk-taking disposition. 
Kogan and Wallach (1964), who adopted Slovic's procedures, also arrived 
at the same conclusion. The failure to find a transituational generality in risk-
taking has been reported by several other investigators (Brichacek, 1968; 
Flanders, 1970; Goodman, 1970; Greene, 1962, 1964 Heilizer and Cutter, 
1971; Highbee, 1971; Johnson, 1963; Slovic, 1972; Weinstein, 1969; 
Weinstein and Martin, 1969). On the basis of the findings of above studies 
one can easily conclude that empirical evidence argues against the existence 
of risk-taking propensity as a generalized characteristic of individuals, and 
situational determinants seem much more important than organic ones. 
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As pointed out above, the question of individual differences in risk-
taking behaviour in terms of its relationship with personality variables also 
received attention of several investigators. The bulk o£ research dealing with 
this question has been generated by the Atkinson's risk-taking model (1957). 
This model explains risk-taking on the basis of joint action of two motives, 
namely, motive to approach success and motive to avoid failure. It predicts 
that individuals in whom the former motive is stronger than the later one 
prefer intermediate risks, while those in whom the later one is stronger prefer 
either 'very high risks or very low risks. The basis for this model came from 
the relationship' that McClelland (1955) obtained between need for 
achievement and preference for alternatives having moderate probabilities of 
success in ring toss, level of aspkation, and vocation choice. Several studies 
have confirmed the predictions of the model. 
Litwin (1958) found that Ss with a high need for achievement and a 
low need for avoiding failure preferred intermediate risks significantly more 
often than did Ss with a low need for achievement and a high need for 
avoiding failure in a game of chance. Atkinson et al. (I960) also got similar 
results in a study using a shuffle board game which involves skill and a bet 
preference task which involves chance. Scodel, Ratoosh and Minas (1959) 
related achievement motivation to risk-taking behaviour in their study; and 
measured risk taking behaviour by the probability preferences in the choice 
of bets in a real gambling task. They found that' Ss with a 'high need for 
achievement' tended to prefer bets with 'intermediate' probabilities of success 
(1/4, 1/3, 1/2), while Ss with a 'low need for achievement' tended to prefer 
bets with 'extreme' probabilities of success (1/36,1/18, 1/9, 3/4). Using a task 
involving outcomes of chance, Hancock and Teevan (1964) conducted a 
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study to determine relationship' between achievement motivation and risk-
taking behaviour. They found that Ss with 'high motive to avoid failure' 
chose risk alternatives with low probabilities of success (1/6, 2/6) in the 
initial trial, while Ss with 'high motive to approach success' chose risk 
alternatives having high probabilities of success (4/6, 5/6). 
Although these studies lend support to the predictions of the Atkinson's 
risk-taking model. Several other researchers in this area found, that support to 
these predictions was subject to certain situational conditions. Litting (1959) 
reported that Ss with a high motive to avoid failure preferred bets having 
'extreme' probabilities of outcome in a game of chance, but, contrary to the 
prediction of the model, Ss with a high motive to approach success did not 
prefer bets having 'intermediate' probabilities of outcome to ones having 
'extreme' probabilities. The investigator explained the latter finding by 
suggesting that a chance situation did not arouse achievement motivation in 
Ss with a high motive to approach success. Raynor and smith (1966), using 
two types of risk-taking situation, one involving skill and the other involving 
chance, and two types of orientation condition, namely 'achievement-
oriented' condition and 'relaxed' condition, studied the relationship of 
achievement-related motives to risk-taking behaviour. They found 
relationship between achievement motive and preference for intermediate 
risks in a situation involving skill but not in a situation involving chance, and 
this relationship was found to be stronger under 'achievement-oriented' 
conditions than under 'relaxed' conditions. 
It seems to be quite evident that the results indicating relationship of 
achievement motive to risk-taking behaviour are consistently obtained when 
the risk situations involve skill, and becomes inconsistent when the risk 
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situations involve chance. Other investigators (Kogan and Wallach, 1967; 
Slovic, 1964 also arrived at the same conclusion in their respective review of 
the risk-taking research. 
Regardless, a number of other studies have attempted to relate risk-
taking behaviour with other important personality variables. For example, 
Liverant and Scodel (1960) related preference of risk level to scores on a test 
designed to assess the personality dimension of internal-external locus of 
control. Their fmdings showed that Ss with external locus of control 
preferred extreme risks as compared to Ss with internal locus of control. 
However, Strickland et al. (1966), in their study, obtained results which were 
contradictory to the finding of Liverant and Scodel. In a subsequent study, 
Baron (1968) also studied the relationship between the risk-taking behaviour 
and scores on a scale measuring internal-external locus of control. The 
correlations obtained were quite low in absolute terms, thereby leading the 
investigator to conclude that the personality dimension of internal-external 
locus of control is of little importance in "predicting risk-taking behaviour. 
Heilizer and Cutter (1971) made a comprehensive study of personality 
correlates of risk-taking behaviour by using personality variables for which 
there is some expectation of relevance to risk-taking. The personality 
variables which they took into account were test anxiety, extroversion 
neuroticism and internal-external locus of control, which were measured by 
Mandler Sarason Test Anxiety Questionnaire, Eysenck personality inventor, 
and Rotter's Scale of Internal-External Locus of Control respectively. They 
forther included five more personality variables, namely psychopathic 
deviate, anxiety, social desirability, dominance, and control which were 
measured by the MMPI scales. The theoretical rational which Heilizer and 
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Cutter used for hypothesizing personality correlates of risk-taking was with 
reference to the Americanized version of the Protestant Ethics and the Good 
person: good adjustment (low on test anxiety, neuroticism, anxiety, and 
control; high on social desirability), good impulse control (low on 
extraversion and psychopathic deviate) a belief in one's own effectiveness 
(low in external locus of control), and assertive (high on dominance). 
The investigation was carried out on two samples of Ss-one 'primary 
sample' comprising,' one hundred and forty-four Ss and one 'replication 
sample' comprising fifty-four Ss. The 'replication sample' was included to 
verify the resuhs that were obtained fi-om the 'primary sample'. The risk-
taking task was presented in an open and complete format in which the Ss 
could easily expect the risk ahematives to be presented to them. However, the 
procedures that were used in the experiment with the 'replication sample' 
appeared to have added uncertainty and complexity in the risk-taking 
situation. The results showed linear relationships between risk-taking and 
certain personality variables. However, the relationships that were obtained 
were of modest magnitude, and at the same time, the confirmation from the 
replication sample of the results obtained from the primary sample is 
inadequate. While discussing their findings, Heilizer and Cutter pointed out 
that the data presented the appearance of fragile personality correlates of risk-
taking, easily dissipated by incidental variations in sampling or induction, in 
their opinion, it is possible that the added uncertainty and complexity of the 
risk-taking situations of the replication sample were responsible to annihilate 
the fragile relationships observed in the primary sample. 
Several investigators have undertaken researches to study the effect of 
situational factors on risk-taking behaviour. An important situational factor 
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the effect of which on risk-taking behaviour has been extensively studied is 
group influence. 
Most of the researches carried out on this problem have used 'Kogan-
Wallach choice dilemma problems' (Wallach and Kogan, 1959). 
The Ss is required to indicate the minimum odds or probabilities of 
success he would need before choosing the more desirable alternative. After 
having served individually in the experiment all the Ss are required to 
participate in a group discussion of these 'choice dilemma problems'. The Ss 
are again required, after the group discussion, to express their choices of risk-
levels on the same 'choice dilemma problems'. The first study to investigate 
the effect of group influence upon risk-taking behaviour was done by Stoner 
(1961). It was found that individuals became riskier after the group influence. 
The finding attracted the attention of a large number of investigators because 
it was contrary to the well-established tradition, in social psychology, of 
convergence phenomenon, i.e., individuals in a social situation avoid extreme 
opinions or judgments and the consensus represents an averaging or a 
compromise among individual positions. The general expectation on the 
basis of convergence phenomenon was that individuals would converge 
towards moderate position in their choices of risk levels under group 
influence. As stated by Pruitt (1971), a host of studies was conducted to 
verify Stoner's finding. Most of the earlier studies confirmed the finding, 
v/ith the result that they were subsumed under the notion of 'risky shift 
research signifying the study of the phenomenon of an individual's becoming 
riskier after group influence. However, many later studies (Blitz and 
Dansereau, 1972; Fraser, Gouge and Billig, 1970; Rabow, Fowler, Bradford, 
Hofeller, and Shibuya, 1966; Stoner, 1968; Vidmar and Burdeny, 1969) 
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reported results indicating that an individual became more cautious after 
group influence. This later finding brought about a change in the trend of 
studies in which the earlier notion of 'risky shirt' was replaced by a new one 
called. 'Choice shift on risk dimension', which covers both types of shift i.e. 
the shift towards greater risk' and the shift; towards greater caution. Most of 
the subsequent studies directed their attention towards providing an 
explanation of the phenomenon of 'choice shift on risk dimension "in general 
without considering the type of choice shift. In their studies Rabon et al 
(1966) showed that under group influence an individual became riskier while 
solving certain 'choice dilemma problems' and more cautious in case of other 
problems, indicating a possibility that the" properties of the 'choice dilemma 
problem' are responsible for tiie type of 'choice shift on the risk dimension' 
which an individual shows under group influence. Blitz and Dansereau (1972) 
recognized this possibility and attempted to identify properties of 'choice 
dilemma problems' which make an individual either riskier or more cautious 
under group influence. They successfiilly identified three such properties, 
namely, (a) the importance of the consequences of the decision, (b) the 
control the individual has over the success or the failure of the decision and 
(c) the effect of the decision on others. This state of affair in the research 
dealing with the problem of risk-taking imder group influence leads one to 
a:gree with Cecil (1972) who beliefs that fiirther more research is needed to 
identify other situational factors which may affect an individual's risk-taking 
behaviour in time to come. Thus, instead of studying the effect of group 
influence upon risk-taking behaviour, it will be worthwhile if we direct our 
attention to investigate the effect of other situational factors on risk-taking 
behaviour. 
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Another situational factor which has been extensively studied is the 
nature of the risk-taking situation varied on the basis of whether it involves 
skill or it involves chance. A risk-taking situation involving skill is one in 
which the outcomes are contingent upon skill, whereas a risk-taking situation 
involving chance is one in which the outcomes are controlled only by chance 
factors. The two types of risk-taking situations may be said to differ along the 
dimension of cognitive control, i.e., the feeling of control an individual has 
over the outcome. A skill risk-taking situation involves maximum cognitive 
control and a chance risk-taking situation, the least cognitive control. 
Other investigators (Cohen, 1960; Heilizer and Cuttter, 1971; Kogan 
and Wallach, 1964; Littig, 1962) have studied the difference between the skill 
risk-taking and the chance risk-taking. These studies reported conflicting 
findings. For example, Kogan and Wallach reported that. A skill context 
produced, moderate risk-taking and a chance context, extreme strategies, i.e., 
very high or very low risk-taking, while Heilizer and Cutter found no 
difference between the skill risk-takmg and the chance risk-taking. 
The studies which we have discussed so far are concerned with the 
question of static risk-taking behaviour in which the Ss are required just to 
express their preferences of risk level from certain risk alternatives signifying 
different risk levels. There have been a number of studies dealing with the 
question of the effect of outcomes of previous risk preferences upon 
subsequent risk preferences. Several investigators Edwards, 1962; Slovic et 
al., 1965; Lichtenstein, 1965; Greenberg, and Weiner, 1966 showed that 
choice of risk levels was independent of actual amount of money won or lost. 
However, as reported by a number of investigators, the experience of win or 
loss has been found to affect the choice of risk level. Greenberg and Weiner 
(1966), for example, got results indicating that the relative frequency of the 
experience of winning in relation to the experience of losing, i.e., the ratio of 
number of wins to number of losses, affected the choice of risk level. They 
found that the Ss who had experienced either very high or very low ratios of 
winnings showed preferences for high risk, whereas the Ss who had 
experienced both wins and losses in equal proportion showed preferences for 
low risk. Thus, they found a curvilinear relationship between the proportion 
of the experience of wins and the preference for risk level. Contrary to this 
finding. Miller, Meyer and Lanzetta (1969) reported direct relationship 
between the two. In their study, they found that when the ratio of wiimings 
increased the preference for relatively more risky alternatives increased. The 
effect was not apparent in the beginning but became increasingly marked in 
laiter part of the experiment, which showed that the effect might be attributed 
to the frequency of winnings which the Ss experienced m the course of trials. 
It may be observed that these studies deal with the choice of risk level 
after the experience of different ratios of wins to losses and not with the 
change in the choice of risk alternative after the experience of winning or 
losing. Kogan and Wallach (1964) reported a study investigating the effect of 
the experience of outcome upon the change of risk alternative. In their 
experiment, the S is presented with a pair of two risk alternatives. His task is 
to select one risk alternative from the pair. When the s chooses risk 
alternatives in a series of trials there is an opportunity to study his satisfaction 
or dissatisfaction with the outcomes of the choices of the previous trials. His 
choice in the subsequent trial may reflect his satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
with the post decisional outcome of the choice of-the preceding trial. Kogan 
and Wallach investigated this question in the context of Festinger's (1957) 
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theory of cognitive dissonance. According to this theory, an individual, who 
comes across a cognition of something which is discrepant with cognition of 
holding a position, will experience cognitive dissonance which is an 
unpleasant state, and will try to reduce it either by changing his position or by 
distorting the discrepant experience. Assuming that the choice of the same 
risk strategy or the change of the risk strategy an individual makes after the 
experience of post decisional outcome will depend upon the mode of 
dissonance reduction he prefers, the Ss used in the experiment were varied on 
the personality variables of test anxiety and defensiveness. The expectation 
was that individuals varying on these personality variables may differ in their 
mode of dissonance reduction and thus in the tendency to choose the same 
risk strategy or to change the risk strategy after the experience of post 
decisional outcome. The two investigators used five types of risk strategy, 
and the Ss score on each strategy represented the number of times he selected 
the risk alternative keyed for the strategy in question in all appropriate pairs. 
A score indicates degree of adherence to a particular strategy. It was found 
that Ss low in test anxiety and defensiveness showed fewer changes of risk 
strategy after winnings. On the other hand, Ss high in test anxiety and 
defensiveness were either consistently risky or consistently cautious 
irrespective of the nature of post decisional outcome. 
The preceding study got certain methodological limitations, which 
makes it difficult to accept the interpretation of the results given by the 
investigators. As the post decisional outcomes are not experimentally 
induced, it is very difficult to assess the effect of the nature of post decisional 
outcome upon the change of risk alternative. Furthermore, the study fails to 
control the effect of risk level upon the change of risk alternative after the 
92 
experience of post decisional outcome. Further research, therefore, needed to 
clarify the remaining uncertainty in this regard. 
Stewart and Roth (2004) Contended that there are additional studies 
that compare the risk propensity of entrepreneurs and managers, which when, 
added to the data from W.H. Stewart and P.L. Roth (2001) and meta analyzed, 
produce relationships between risk propensity and entrepreneurial status that 
are substantially weaker than previously believed. This conclusion was 
evaluated by identifying and examining methodological problems associated 
with their inclusions of effect sizes from studies with variables not research 
question dependent samples, extraneous variance in out come variables, and 
confiision of constructs. When these methodological issues were addressed a 
new Meta analysis indicated that of Stewart and Roth, but the results varied 
according to instrumentation, particularly objective instrumentation (observed 
d=0.31) versus the Miner sentence completion scale form T (observed 
d=0.35). 
The concept, locus of control, refers to the perception of contingencies 
between action and how much one's action produces the outcome. Rotter 
(1966) developed the notion of locus of control of reinforcement' as part of a 
wider social learning theory of personality. People with an internal locus of 
control are those individuals who believe themselves to be in control of their 
destiny. In contrast, people with an external locus of control sense that fate, in 
the form of chance events outside their control or powerful people, has a 
dominating influence over their lives (Levenson, 1973). 
Borland (1974) suggests that a belief in internal locus of control was a 
better predictor of entrepreneurial intentions than need for achievement. Hull 
et. al. (1980) disagree with Borland in that they failed to find a relationship 
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between locus of control scores and entrepreneurial activity, but do agree that 
need for achievement is not the most important variable, Idemudia (1979) 
studied the performance of Nigerian indigenous entrepreneurs and found that 
the factors external to the firm, and not the questions of the entrepreneur 
himself, are more crucial in the performance. 
In another study Rao et al (1979) reported that the potential 
entrepreneurs were found to be high on internal locus of control as compared 
to non-potential entrepreneurship. 
Pandey and Tiwary (1979) administered Rotter's I-E scale on the 
respondents who wanted to start their own small scale industries. The result; 
showed that respondents who were found to be above 35 years of age had less 
score on internal locus of control than those who were below 35 years of age. 
Brockhaus and Nord (1979) found that internal locus of control scores; 
failed to make a clear-cut distinction between entrepreneurs and managers. 
On the other hand, a study conducted by Brockhaus (1980) shows promise for 
distinguishing successful and unsuccessful founders. The criterion of success 
was that the business still existed three years after the locus of control scores 
was obtained. The founders of the 'successfiil' business had a higher internal 
locus of control than the founders of those businesses which had subsequently 
ceased to exist. 
Sarupria (1981) found that successfiil entrepreneurs scored 
significantly higher on internal locus of control than the unsuccessfiil 
entrepreneurs. Further, the study revealed that successfiil entrepreneurs 
attributed their success and failure to their ability and opportunity, whereas 
the unsuccessful ones attributed it to luck and opportunity. 
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Bonnet and Fumhem (1991) administered measure of economic locus 
of control on 190 adolescents. The study set out to determine whether any of 
these factors differentiated subjects who showed a positive interest in 
entrepreneurism (by becoming involved in running a company under the 
British Young Enterprise Scheme) from those who chose not to get involved. 
The young enterprise group had a more feeling of internal locus of control as 
compared to their counterparts. 
Regardless a sizable number of studies in different areas in the field of 
locus of control have been carried out successfully in the following manners. 
Locus of control has frequently been presented as an important 
construct in adult development and aging (Baltes & Baites, 1986). 
Psychological researches have shown the relationship of internal-external 
locus of control with certain personality variables (adjustment, life-
satisfaction, self-actualization, level of aspiration, psychological well-being, 
self-concept, depression, death anxiety, religiosity, activity level or 
pattern, learned helplessness) and demographic variables (age, sex, health 
institutionalization, retirement versus pre-retirement;. By and large 
researchers have employed generalized measures rather than a goal-specific 
measure for measuring the locus of ' control orientation among the aged. 
Duke, Shaheen and Nowicki (1974) found that white females, aged 65-90 
years were not different in their overall locus of control orientation from 
college aged students. Felton and Kahana (1974) did find superior adjustment 
to an institutionalized setting by externals than by internals. Reid, Haas and 
Hawkings (1977) found the opposite relationship, that is, superior adjustment 
by internals. Hiroto (1974) conducted a laboratory research with only young 
adult subjects. Results indicate that externals are more prone to 
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manifestations of learned helplessness than are internals. Krantz and Stone 
(1978) indicate that, independently of variation on locus of control, on elderly 
subjects are more prone to manifestations of learned helplessness than are 
young subjects. 
Dixit and Singh (1975) examined that internals and externals differ in 
the value placed on the same reward depending upon, whether it is perceived 
as contingent upon chance or skill. Decision time was measured in a 
different matching task, and described to half the subjects as skill and 
to half as chance determined. Results showed significant interaction 
between internal-external control and chance Vs skill instructions, as 
hypothesized, internals took longer time with skills instructions, externals 
with chance instructions. 
Ryckman and Malikiosi (1975) compared scores of college students, 
middle aged and elderly persons on the Levenson Locus of Control Scales. 
They concluded that there was no decrease in intemality with old age 
and that the elderly perceived themselves as free of control by powerfiil 
others and as living in a predictable environment at the same time. Wolk and 
Kurtz (1975) conducted a study on elderly males and females to ascertain 
level of expectancy for control as well as the relationship between 
internal control and adaptive behaviour. Assessments were made with the 
Internal-External Locus of Control Scale, and indices of Developmental 
Adjustment, Active Involvement, and Emotional Adaptation. It was found 
that (a) the elderly of the present sample manifested an exceptionally 
internal level of locus of control relative to most contemporary, younger 
groups; (b) degree of internal control related positively to all these 
indices of adjustment to the later years; (c) for the variable of involvement^  
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external females displayed the lowest level of adjustment, with a trend in the 
interaction between sex and degree of internal control similarly 
apparent in other variables as well. 
Bradley and Webb (1976) have found elderly adults to be more 
external in their locus of control than younger adults. Other investigators have 
found either the opposite age effect or no age effect at all (Kuypers, 1972). 
Wolk (1976) highlighted that the degree of specific constraints 
imposed by an envkonment mediates the relationship between locus of 
control and adjusted behaviour and attitudes. Indices of developmental 
adjustment, life satisfaction, self-concept, and activity level were used to 
assess two groups of elderly individuals along with a generalized measure 
of locus of control. It was found that (a) the level of internal control across 
subjects related to the nature of the setting in which subjects were 
currently residing; (b) subjects in the low constraining environment believed 
in internal locus of control similar to college-age samples, whereas those m 
the high-constraining setting believed much more strongly in external locus of 
control; (c) expectancy for internal control correlated with 
developmental adjustment, satisfaction, positive self-concept, and 
maintenance of activity only in the low-constraining setting. 
Ziegler and Reid (1976)' ascertained the correlates of new measures of 
desired control in two groups of elderly persons. Study I examined the desired 
control correlates for a group of elderly community residents (Mean age = 
75). As predicted, desired control was significantly negatively correlated 
with depression and positively correlated with health, knowledge and use 
of services for the elderly. Study 2 examined the correlates of desired control 
for patients in a chronic care hospital ward (Mean age = 72). Desired control 
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was significantly correlated with four of five indices of psychological 
adjustment. The two studies together indicate the breadth of the relationships 
of desired control to diverse aspects of psychological well being, including a 
measure of subjective senescence. 
Box and Peck (1981) observed perceived differences in terms locus of 
control orientation and self-actualization among 48 institutionalized and non-
institutionalized adults. Results obtained by them, indicates that a 
substantial difference in self-actualization and social control tendencies 
existed between the two experimental group. Both institutionalized and non-
institutionalized subjects scored lower than the standardized norms on self-
actualization and the intemal dimension. The institutionalized subjects scored 
consistently lower on both self-actualization and locus of control than did 
those of the control group. 
Boyle and Kathleen (1981) observed the correlates of health and 
locus of control with self-concept among 111 older disabled institutionalized 
veterans. It was hypothesized that intemal control would correlate with 
global self-esteem and physical self-concept and with lower rated 
disability. Both hypotheses were partially confirmed. Intemality was found to 
be correlated with greater educational attainment^  while externality was found 
to be correlated with greater length of stay at the institution. 
Gerrard and Rikian (1982) studied the relationship of the level of 
aspiration, disparity score to life satisfaction and to locus of control in 50 
young - old and 50 old - old females. Results obtained by them indicate that a 
positive disparity score was associated with increased life satisfaction and a 
more intemal locus of control. 
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Byrd (1983) studied the effects of control and choice among the 
institutionalized older adults. Subjects were administered a self-rating Likert 
Scale, Rotter's internal-external locus of control scale and the life 
Satisfaction Index. Subjects were also rated by the institution staff members 
on the levels on their medical complaints, depressive states, recreational 
activities and social interactions. Both groups showed an increase in 
satisfaction with the quality of institution and their own lives and there was 
a decrease in the number of medical complaints by the hospital subjects 
and an increase in the attendance level of the senior center subjects. 
Lumpkin (1985) in a study of 601 subjects (mean age 72.5 years) 
observed that as subjects aged theh* health declined and they became more 
external in their locus of control. Even after partial out the effect of-age and 
health, subjects with less activity were more external in their locus of control. 
Molinari and Neiderche (1985) investigated a study on 117 community 
elderly and 305 colleges' undergraduate respondents and found that the 
elderly subjects had a more external locus of control than the younger one. 
There was a significant relationship, linking pattern of high intemality 
and low belief in powerful of others with low depression in the elderly, but 
not in the younger. However, they reached the following conclusion on locus 
of control with the elderly respondents (1) There were no constant sex 
differences in locus of control nor did sex consistently interact with 
adjustment of locus of control in the elderly, subjects and (2) there was a 
positive relationship between intemality and adjustment in non-
institutionalized elderly subjects. 
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Lumpkin (1986) studied the relationship between locus of control and 
age. The findings observed by him indicate that elderly subjects were found to 
be more external than their counter parts. 
Abel and Hayslip (1987) studied locus of desired control, attitudes 
towards work and retirement and adjustment all together. Results obtained by 
them indicates that retirement preparation maintains both the desirability and 
expectancies of external control and positive retirement attitudes among 
participants when compared to non-participant in the retirement 
preparation programme. 
Guamera and Williams (1987) conducted a study on 92 elderly adults 
in a retired community and they were administered the life orientation test, 
the multi-dimensional - multi-attribution causality scale and the multi-
dimensional health locus of control scale. Five of nine comparisons between 
optimism and locus of control measures yielded significant relationships. 
Krause (1987) examined whether locus of control beliefs buffer or 
mediate the impact of chronic financial strain on psychological well-being. 
Finding suggest that elderly people with mtemal locus of control beliefs 
were less likely to suffer from the deleterious effects of chronic financial 
strain than were older adults with external locus of control orientations. 
Woodward and Wallston (1987) identify the relation between 
individual's age desire for control, information and perceived self-efficacy in 
a cross sectional comparison of 116 non-institutionalized adults, Resuhs 
obtained by them indicates that individuals over 60 years of age desired less 
health related control than did younger adults. Differences in desire for health 
related information were in the same direction, but were not significant. 
Perceived self-efficacy was found to be lower among individuals over 60 
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years of age. Results suggested that perceived self-efFicacy mediated the age 
differences in health related desire for control. 
Hickson and Boyle (1988) observed the relationship of locus of 
control, age, and sex to life satisfaction and death anxiety in 122 elderly 
subject: aged 61-80 years. Results revealed significant correlation between the 
variables of life satisfaction and death anxiety, regardless of the subject's 
control orientation. 
Ramamurti (1988) ascertain the role of religiosity, internal-
external locus of control and adjustment among 360 urban aged, over 60 
years of age. The results indicates a significant positive correlation between 
religiosity and external locus of control, and a low positive correlation 
between the religiosity and good adjustment as well as between external locus 
of control and good adjustment. 
Jamuna and Ramamurti (1988) have carried out their finding in the 
light of two in important underlying hypotheses (a) Aged individuals with 
higher life satisfaction would show greater intemality than those with 
lower life satisfaction; (b) Whether there were as many gender differences 
among the aged with regard to internal-external locus of control. The results 
obtained by them clearly reflex that internals had a significantly greater life 
satisfaction than externals ones and that female subjects were found to be less 
internal then their counterparts. 
Bakes and Schmid (1990) examined the activity patterns, personal 
control and functional health among 49 respondents and found a close 
relationship between activities and personal control, particularly when 
functional health was on lower side. 
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Singh and Husain (1993) examined the extent of locus of control 
among retired and pre-retired males and females. Results obtained by them 
denote that there was no significant difference between pre-retired and retired 
elderly with regard to their overall locus of control score. Significant 
difference was found between retired and pre-retired elderly persons in terms 
of internal-external locus of control. The interaction of age and sex both 
together significantly influenced the results. 
Ramamurti and Jamuna (1993) closely examined how religiosity and 
externality were related to adjustment in old age. The sample consisted of 120 
urban aged men in the age group of 60 years and above. Findings observed by 
them denote that religiosity and externality were positively associated with 
good adjustment in old age. 
Behaviour of an individual is controlled to a large extent by its 
consequences. Locus of control was observed to be a dominating factor in 
determining an individual's behaviour. It has been one of the most 
pervasively employed concepts in psychological researches. Locus of control 
refers to the disposition to perceive one's own behaviour. Those who believe 
Ihat they can exercise some control over their destinies are considered to be 
internally controlled. Externals believe that their reinforcements are 
controlled by luck, chance or powerful of others (Rotter, 1966). 
The locus of control construct is an integral part of social learning 
theory (Rotter, 1954; Rotter, chance and Phares, 1972). In social learning 
theory locus of control is being used as a generalized expectancy pertaining to 
the connections between personal characteristics outcomes. This develops out 
as an obstruction from a number of specific encounters where the person 
perceives the control as a casual sequence occurring in their lives. For some 
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individuals many outcomes are experienced as dependent upon the effort 
experienced in their pursuits. Such people may come to believe that the 
outcomes are generally contingent upon the work put into them. So, they are 
supposed to act/exert themselves when engaged in important tasks on the 
other hand the individuals who were less responsive may fail to perceive the 
connections between efforts and the outcomes. As pointed by Rotter (1954) in 
social learning theory that the degree to which individual perceives the events 
in their lives as being a consequence of his own actions and thereby 
controllable (internal control) or as be uncontrollable on their own behaviour 
and therefore, beyond personal control (external control). 
A number of studies have been conducted in connection with Rotter's 
social learning theory of its own importance. This theory explains that the 
perceived control occupies a central place within a systematic formulation 
(Rotter, 1954, 1971; Rotter, Chance and Phares (1972) where perceived 
controls referred to as a generalized expectancy of internal or external control 
of reinforcement. The generalized expectancy of internal control refers here 
the perception of event whether positive or negative as being consequence of 
one's own action and thereby potentially under personal control. The 
generalized expectancy of external control on the other hand, refers to the 
I)erception of positive or negative events as being unrelated to one's 
behaviour and thereby beyond personal control (Lefcourt,1976). 
Eariier research investigation indicates that the locus of control is 
associated with the cognitive activity of individuals, i.e. person holding 
internal control expectancies are found more cautious and calculating about 
their choices, involvements and personal entanglement than those with 
external control orientations. 
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Another cognitive function that has been found to be associated with 
locus of control is attention, Phares, 1957; James, 1957; Rotter, 1970; 
Rottor; 1990; Rotter and Mulry, 1965 and Lefcourt, 1976, reported that 
internals devote more attention to decision about skilled related matters 
than externals. According to Wolk and Du Cette (1974); "it appears that 
the external does not make full use of his intentional system until stimuli are 
more prominent .but for the internal subjects such an explanation is 
redundant, since his strategy has been to deal with task in more organized 
manner all alone". Research findings have generally supported the notion that 
a belief in the contingency between one's efforts and outcomes. It is argued 
that the characteristics like persistence despite prominent failure, 
postponement of immediate pleasure etc., which are essential to any 
prolonged achievement effort, will occur only among those who strongly 
believe that they through their own efforts, achieve the desired goals. Initially 
this notion was supported by the contribution made by Crandall, Kalkovasky 
and Preston (1962). As pointed out by Gore (1962) internals are not more 
resistant to the external influence, in general than external but they resist a 
certain type of influence. It is reported by Rotchie and Phares (1967) that 
externals shifted their ways when the influential arguments were attributed to 
a prestigious government official. However, internals did not differ in their 
response as a function of the status of source. Further, results obtained by 
James, Woodruff and Wejner (1965) extend their support to the Gore's 
findings. In the realm of organizational researches locus of control has been 
considered as an important dimension affecting job attitude and behaviour of 
employee's in organizational life. 
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Organ and Greene (1974) have reported that locus of control was 
significantly related with role ambiguity and job satisfaction. Mitchell, 
Smyser and Weed (1975) found significant relationship between job 
satisfaction and locus of control. Pestonjee and Singh (1982) observed that 
locus of control was significantly related to only one role stressor viz., 
self role distance, out of eight different types of stressors studied. However, 
the result obtained by Pestonjee and Singh (1982), supported the contention 
of Organ and Greene (1974) that the relationship between role ambiguity 
and job satisfaction differs from those having belief in their own control of 
the situation than those who believe that they are controlled by some outside 
forces (external). Lester (1982) reported that the subjects having belief in an 
external locus of control ejqDerienced more stress than the subjects who 
believed in their own internal locus of control. 
Spector (1982) reported that internals have been found more satisfied 
with their job than externals. In a study of bank and insurance employees 
Kulkami, (1983) reported a significant negative relationship between job 
satisfaction and locus of control. Rahman and Kumar (1984) explored the 
relationship of locus of control with absenteeism among blue collar workers. 
They found that absenteeism was independent of locus of control, job 
experience and educational level. Marino and White (1985) reported a 
significant negative effect of stress among externally controlled subjects. 
In a study of public/private sector engineers Dae and Agrawal, 
(1990) found that the engineers of internal locus of control has significantly 
better job satisfaction in comparison to engineers with external locus of 
control. It indicates that the locus of control dimension can serve as a 
potential personality variable that is capable of determining the goal-oriented 
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behaviour of employees. The locus of control construct may also facilitate the 
understanding of individual differences in organization. Siu and Cooper 
(1998) found that internals respondents were found to be highly satisfied with 
their job as compared to their counterpart highly satisfied with their job while 
external were dissatisfied with their job and thought of quitting the job. 
It seems to be very much obvious from the review of the earlier studies 
that job satisfaction has been extensively explored phenomenon. But it does 
not mean that further research should not carry out in this area. However, 
many efforts have been made by a number of investigators towards 
understanding and describmg the concept and nature of job satisfaction and its 
impact on overall organizational performance. 
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CHAPTER- III 
Method 
And 
Procedure 
Aligarh District is one of the most prosperous districts of U.P. It falls 
in the industrially developed western region of U.P. It consists of six tehsils 
such as Koll, Khair, Iglas, Hathras, Sikandra Rao, Atrouli and 1961 villages. 
Aligarh is famous in the industrial field. It is famous for lock industry, 
electrical equipment, building fitting material, carpet, glass-beads, light 
engineering and other material products. If is also popular for handloom 
weaving and cotton carpets (because of suitable conditions). Dye industry also 
is very successful in the district and as a result many units have been 
established. 
Thus, the entire district has become a home to labour intensive cottage and 
small scale industry keeping in view the presence of mentioned the above 
industrial units of other facilities, our sample for research is concentrated 
upon entrepreneurs of Aligarh district. 
Sample 
A sample is a small group or a fraction of a population representing the 
entire population. Mohsin (1984) emphasized that "sampling is a small part of 
the total existing events, objects or the information. Kerlinger (1983) believed 
i:hat sample is a portion of population or universe as to be the representative of 
that population or universe. Thus sampling is a process for drawing a small 
portion of population representing the entire population, selected for the 
observation. The purposive random sampling technique is used to select 
sample for the study. By making observations of the appropriate sample, it is 
possible to draw reliable inferences or make generalization especially of the 
population as a whole from where the samples are drawn. 
As pointed out by Selltiz et al (1962) that "a research design is the 
arrangement of conditions for collection and analysis of data in a manner that 
aims to combine relevance to the research purpose with economy in 
procedure." In fact a research design can be considered as a blue print- for 
collection, analysis and interpretation of the data. 
The Present investigation is aimed at identifying some important Psycho-
demographic variables which are responsible for the success of a good 
entrepreneur. The methodology of the investigation is planned systematically 
keeping in view the lofty objectives of the study. The sample is primarily 
taken up from different enterprises of Aligarh and its various tehsils. After 
making identification of entrepreneurs, they were segregated with respect to 
their Annual turnover; and categorized as successfiil, moderately successful 
and unsuccessfiil entrepreneurs. 
Finally 180 entrepreneurs, 60 successfiil 60 moderately successfiil and 
60 unsuccessfiil entrepreneurs were selected from Aligarh districts and its 
various tehsils. 
GRPI 
Successful 
Entrepreneurs (N=60) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Annual Turnover 
Between 
50 Lacks to 1 Crores 
Age :30-60 
Sex: Male 
GRPn 
Moderate 
Entrepreneurs (N=60) 
Annual Turnover 
Between 
25-50 Lakhs 
30-60 
Male 
GRPm 
Unsuccessful Entrepreneurs 
(N=60) 
Enterprises which have 
been closed down 
30-60 
Male 
CHARACTERISTIC OF THE SAMPLE (N=180) 
Tools used 
However, these are some important Psychological devices which were 
being used in order to collect the responses from the respondent of the 
sample, such as. 
1 Motivation Scale (Steers and Braunstein, 1976) 
2 Self Confidence Scale 
3 Risk Taking behavior. 
4 Locus of control. 
5. Biographical back ground of respondents. 
Motivation Scale: 
Motivation scale is an instrument designed by steers and Braunstein 
(1976) to measure achievement motivation, affiliation motivation and power 
motivation. The test has 15 items. 
In this scale the respondents were being instructed to give their 
responses on a five point rating scale i.e. from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree. The test-retest reliability of the scale is .59 and split half reliability is 
0.67. 
Self confidence Scale: 
This scale was developed by Anita Malik in 1996, Delhi University 
Delhi. Several Scales were reviewed to be administered for the purpose of this 
Study. But unfortunately no Scale was found to be suitable. Therefore, a self-
confidence scale was developed by the investigator herself in this regard. The 
following method was adopted to construct the scale. First of all, the self-
confidence was given an operational definition for the purpose of the study. It 
was defined as having a strong belief in oneself and one's own abilities. 
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Later on, 50 statements were constructed to measure the self-
confidence. These statements were given to different experts in the 
department to review and to analyze its appropriateness and aptness with the 
operational definition. After this, 30 items were retained; and this scale was 
administered on various entrepreneurs as part of a pilot study. 
Subsequently, the items in this scale were again reviewed to see 
whether they had any discriminative values or not. The items which were 
found to be discriminating were, finally, retained in the form of 12 items. The 
test-retest reliability of this scale was found to be 0.56 and the split-half 
reliability was found be 0.48 etc. 
RISK TAKING 
The risk taking behavior scale consists of 8 items. Each items is a 
description of a situation involving risk in rural context. In each situation, a 
person is confi"onted with two alternative course of action-one safe but less 
rewarding and the other more risky but more rewarding. The subject is asked 
whether he would advise the person to opt for safe or more risky ahemative. 
In order to know the minimum level of probability of success, for which he 
would recommend him to choose more risky alternative, different 
probabilities of success of the risky course of action are provided below. The 
probabilities listed are 1 in 10, 3 in 10, 5 in 10, 7 in 10 and 9 in 10. Besides, 
there is an additional response category, in which the subject has option to 
refuse to recommend the risky alternative even if its success is almost certain. 
It is assumed that in recommending the risky alternative, the subject is 
actually expressing his own attitude towards the problem; the way he would 
act in similar circumstance. 
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In developing risk measures, first, problems relating to different sphere 
of rural life were selected. Then, situations relating to the problems were 
constructed in a manner that it resembled problems faced by the rural people. 
Initially there were 12 items; out of which 4 were dropped after pre-testing. 
This was done in order to reduce the length of the measure and, also to avoid 
repetition of the similar contents. Some of the items were reframed in the light 
of information gathered during preliminary phase of the study. The items, 
tliius, selected were related to problems such as, fighting general election, 
medical treatment such as heart operation, growing high-yieldmg seeds, 
investing saving in new enterprise, accepting prestigious and highly paid job 
outside the village, education, family plannmg and litigation. 
In collecting data through this scale care is taken of the fact that the 
subject understood each situation and response categories clearly. In order to 
do this the investigator is required (a) to memorize whole set of items (b) 
familiarize with the local dialect (c) describe each situation in a most natural 
way. The investigator is free to explain the items and response categories to 
the subject in any manner. But the subject's response is recorded only when 
the subject has understood it well. 
Finally, this scale was administered on 118 rural subjects, out of which 
63 belonged to two highly developed; the remaining 55 were of two very 
undeveloped villages of district. Out of 63 Ss of developed villages, 13 were 
boys of 10-15 years, 32 adults of 20-30 years and 18 old of above 45 years. 
Similarly, there were 7 boys, 26 adults and 22old Ss fi-om undeveloped 
villages. The average age of boys was 12 years, of adults 25 years and of old 
neariy 50 years. As the study was a part of a larger study on risk-taking 
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behaviour of rural people, the detail description of the sample is given 
elsewhere (Chaubey, 1970) 
Scoring 
The probability level is the unit of measurement. The subject's score 
on an item is the level of probability chosen by him for the more risky 
alternative. For example, if a subject chooses the risky alternative on the 
probability level of 1 to 10 then he gets score I and if he chooses for the 
probability level 5 in 10, then his score would be 5. Thus, scores given for the 
probabilities 1 m 10, 3 in 10, 5 in 10, 7 in 10, and 9 in 10 are 1,3,5,7 and 9 
respectively. For the final category in which the subject has option to refuse to 
recommend the more risky alternative no matter what the chances of success 
jire, a score of 10 is given. The total score of the subject on the east is equal to 
the sum of the scores on all items, which could range fi-om minimum 8 to 
maximum 80. The low scores imply high risk and high scores represent low 
risk. 
Reliability 
In computing the reliability coefficient Spearman-Brown split-half 
method for add-even items was followed. Table 1 give the reliability 
coefficients for samples of three age group, which ranges between 0.66 to 
0.82. It is clear from the table that the measure is fairly consistent and stable. 
Inter-item correlations 
The inter-item correlations were computed on the pooled sample of 
tliree-age-groups of developed and undeveloped village separately. 
In case of undeveloped villages there are seven negative but 
statistically not significant correlations. All other correlations are positive and 
10 correlations are statistically significant. Thus, it is clear that the items of 
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the instrument are interrelated and are measuring the same thing. This 
conclusion is further supported by the item validity. 
Item Validity 
For item validity of the test, product-moment correlations between 
items-scores and criterion measure-total score were computed of both the 
villages both. It may be seen m this table that all the items are significantly 
correlated and all items were found to be significantly correlated on the 
sample of developed villages. But the same is not true in case of undeveloped 
villages. 
Here, item one and eight are not significantly correlated with the total 
score; but the rest of the items are highly correlated with it. Further, the sizes 
of the correlations on the sample of developed villages are fairly high than 
that of undeveloped villages. This shows that the discrimination power of the 
test is high, as the two samples have been drawn fi"om the two 'extreme' 
j^oups of villages, namely, highly developed and highly undeveloped. 
Locus of Control Scale 
Rotter's locus of control scale was used to identify internally & 
externally controlled group of subjects. The scale consists of 10-pairs of 
statements categorized as groups A & B. The subject has to put-tick mark on 
the statements with which he/she agrees the most either from category A or B 
for all the 10 pairs of statements. The Scoring was done according to the key 
provided for internally & externally controlled groups. 
Information 
The information pertaining to biographical back ground of respondents 
was prepared by the investigator herself This was designed to get a wide 
range of background information about the respondents - like age, sex, 
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religion, education, work experience, family environment, etc. Lastly, the 
information was converted into percentage. 
Procedure 
For collection of the data prime institutions who provide funds and 
training to the entrepreneurs were approached to identify the individuals who 
met the defined characteristics of the sample for the study. The institutions 
like National Institute for Entrepreneurship and Small Business Development 
(NIESBUD), Small Industries Bank of India (SIDBI) and Canara Bank CSSI 
Branch, Wazirpur provided the database of the entrepreneurs who had taken 
up loans and attended the training sessions with the institute. Apart fi"om this 
number of entrepreneurs were contracted through network of fiiends and 
relatives. 
Following steps were followed during collection of the data A proper 
rapport was established with the respondents by explaining the importance 
and relevance of the study the subjects were given the tests and schedules to 
fill up their responses. However, the procedure of every manual instruction 
was strictly followed. Instructions which forms a part of the research 
instrument were read out to the subjects before administrating the tool. Care 
was taken so that all the questions were answered with no skipping. 
R.espondents were also asked to answer all the questions honestly. After all 
the doubts are cleared to the subjects, the instruments were given to the 
subjects for filling up their responses. 
As the respondents were made obtained the information schedule was 
filled followed by motivation scale, self confidence scale, locus of control 
(one after and their) and a verbal measure of risk taking behavior. In the 
course of the data collection, entrepreneurs were encouraged to share the 
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reasons which they felt were responsible for the success, failure or average 
performance, whatever the case may be. The whole administration for each 
subject was dependent on how the subjects actively responded till certain 
questions. Some entrepreneurs due to the busy schedules requested it to 
continue in any following day, which were agreed up so as to avoid their 
unwillingness and also to get their responses at best accuracy. 
Statistical Analysis: 
For the scientific explanation of any finding we use statistical 
technique. Statistics provide very clear picture of the resuh. Statistical 
treatment is inevitable and necessary for measurement of the reliability 
pattern. In the present study the researcher used Chi Square test and t-test to 
fiilfiU research objectives. 
113 
CHAPTER- IV 
And 
Table-1 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Unsuccessful and Highly Successful 
Entrepreneur on Risk taking behavior. 
Unsuccessful 
Highly successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
63.517 
52.050 
SD 
5.734 
4.766 
t 
11.812 
P 
P<.01 
Table 1 shows that Unsuccessflil and highly successful entrepreneurs 
differ significantly on risk taking behavior (t = 11.812, p<.01). Unsuccessful 
entrepreneur scored significantly high mean scores on risk taking behavior (Mean 
= 63.517) than successful entrepreneur (Mean = 52.050). 
Table-2 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Unsuccessful and Highly Successful 
Entrepreneur on Achievement. 
Unsuccessful 
Highly successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
16.833 
21.767 
SD 
4.313 
2.060 
t 
7.927 
P 
P<.01 
It may be seen from table 2 that Unsuccessful and highly successfiil 
entrepreneurs differ significantly on achievement, (t = 7.927, p < .01). Higher 
successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on achievement 
(Mean = 21.7670) than Unsuccessful entrepreneurs (M = 16.833). 
Table-3 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Unsuccessful and Highly Successful 
Entrepreneur on power. 
Unsuccessfiil 
Highly successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
11.683 
17.033 
SD 
3.248 
2.875 
t 
9.474 
P 
P<.01 
Table 3 shows that Unsuccessful and highly successful entrepreneurs 
differ significantly on power (t = 9.474, p < .01). Highly successful entrepreneur 
scored significantly high mean scores on power (Mean = 17.033) than 
Unsuccessful entrepreneur (Mean = 11.683), 
Table-4 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Unsuccessful and Highly Successful 
Entrepreneur on affiliation. 
Unsuccessful 
EUghly successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
14.217 
16.700 
SD 
1.854 
2.253 
t 
6.538 
P 
P<.01 
It is clear fi"om table 4 that Unsuccessful and highly successful 
entrepreneurs differ significantly on affiliation (t = 6.538, p < .01). Highly 
successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on affiliation 
(Mean = 16.700) than Unsuccessful entrepreneurs (M = 14.217). 
Table-5 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Unsuccessful and Highly Successful 
Entrepreneur on Risk taking behaviour. 
Unsuccessful 
Moderately 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
63.517 
52.050 
SD 
5.734 
4.766 
t 
11.812 
P 
P<.01 
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Table 5 describes that Unsuccessful and moderately successful 
entrepreneurs differ significantly on risk taking behavior (t = 11.812, p<.01). 
Unsuccessful entrepreneur scored significantly high mean scores on risk taking 
behavior (Mean = 63.517) than moderately successful entrepreneur (Mean = 
52.050). 
Table-6 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Unsuccessful and Moderately Successful 
Entrepreneur on Achievement. 
Unsuccessful 
Moderately 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
16.833 
21.767 
SD 
4.313 
2.060 
t 
7.927 
P 
P<.01 
It is evident from table 6 that Unsuccessfiil and moderately successful 
entrepreneurs differ significantly on achievement (t = 7.927, p<.01). Moderately 
successful entrepreneur scored significantly high mean scores on achievement 
(Mean = 21.767) than Unsuccessful entrepreneurs (Mean = 16.833). 
Table-? 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Unsuccessful and Moderately Successful 
Entrepreneur on Power. 
Unsuccessful 
Moderately 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
11.683 
17.033 
SD 
3.248 
2.875 
t 
9.474 
P 
P<.01 
Table 7 shows that Unsuccessful and Moderately successful entrepreneurs 
differ significantly on power (t = 9.474, p<.01). Moderately successful 
entrepreneur scored significantly high mean scores on power (Mean = 17.033) 
than Unsuccessful entrepreneur (Mean = 11.683). 
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Table-8 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Unsuccessful and Moderately Successful 
Entrepreneur on Affiliation 
Unsuccessfiil 
Moderately 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
14.217 
16.700 
SD 
1.854 
2.253 
t 
&.538 
P 
P<.01 
Table 8 shows that Unsuccessful and Moderately successful entrepreneurs 
differ significantly on affiliation (t = 6.538, p<.01). Moderately successful 
entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on affiliation (Mean = 
16.700) than Unsuccessful entrepreneur (Mean = 14.217). 
Table-9 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Moderately Successful and Highly 
successful Entrepreneur on Risk taking behavior 
Moderately 
Successful 
Highly 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
52.050 
52.050 
SD 
4.766 
4.766 
t 
0.000 
p 
P>.05 
It is clear from table 9 that there is no significant difference between 
moderately successful and highly successful entrepreneurs on risk taking 
behavior (t = 0.000, p>.05). Moderately successful and highly entrepreneurs 
scored equal mean scores on risk taking behavior (Mean = 52.050). 
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Table-10 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Moderately Successful and Highly 
successful Entrepreneur on Achievement 
Moderately 
Successful 
Highly 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
21.767 
21.767 
SD 
2.060 
2.060 
t 
0.000 
p 
P>.05 
Table 10 shows no significant difference between moderately successful 
and highly successful entrepreneurs on achievement (t = 0.000, p>.05). 
Moderately successful entrepreneurs and highly successful entrepreneurs scored 
equal mean scores on achievement (Mean = 21.767). 
Table-11 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Moderately Successful and Highly 
successful Entrepreneurs on Power 
Moderately 
Successful 
Highly 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
17.033 
17.033 
SD 
2.875 
2.875 
t 
0.000 
p 
P>.05 
Table 11 indicates that there is no significant difference between 
moderately successful and highly successful entrepreneurs on power (t = 0.000, 
p>.05). Moderately successful entrepreneurs scored equal mean scores on power 
(Mean = 0.000, p>.05). 
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Table-12 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Moderately Successful and Highly 
successful Entrepreneurs on AfHIiation 
Moderately 
Successful 
Highly 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
16.700 
16.700 
SD 
2.253 
2.253 
t 
0.000 
p 
p>.05 
As the table 12 illustrates that there is no significant difference between 
moderately successful entrepreneurs and highly successful entrepreneurs on 
affiliation (t = .000, p>.05). Moderately successful entrepreneurs and highly 
soccessfiil entrepreneurs scored equal mean scores on affiliation (Mean = 
16.700). 
Table-13 
Indicating Mean SD and t value of Unsuccessful and Highly successful 
Entrepreneurs on Locus of control 
Unsuccessful 
Highly 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
2.533 
7.850 
SD 
3.122 
0.833 
t 
12.637 
P 
P<.01 
Table 13 shows that there is significant difference between Unsuccessfiil 
and Highly successful entrepreneurs on Internal Locus of control (t = 12.637, 
p<.01). Highly successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on 
Internal Locus of control (Mean = 7.850) than unsuccessful entrepreneurs (Mean 
= 2.533). 
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Table-14 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of Unsuccessful and Highly successful 
Entrepreneurs on Locus of control 
Unsuccessful 
Highly 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
1.000 
0.000 
SD 
2.000 
0.000 
t 
3.841 
P 
P<.01 
Table 14 indicates that Unsuccessful and Highly successful entrepreneurs 
differ significantly on Mixed locus of control (t = 3.841, p<.01). Unsuccessful 
entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on Mixed Locus of control 
(IMean = 1.000) than highly successful entrepreneurs (Mean = 0.000). 
Table-15 
Indicating Mean, SD and t value of Unsuccessful and Highly successful 
Entrepreneurs on Locus of control 
Unsuccessful 
Highly 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
1.350 
0.000 
SD 
1.778 
0.000 
t 
5.833 
P 
P<.01 
Table 15 shows that there is significant differences between Unsuccessful 
and Highly successful entrepreneurs on External locus of control (t = 5.833, 
p<.01). Unsuccessful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scored on 
External locus of control (Mean = 1.350) than highly successful entrepreneurs 
(Mean = .000) 
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Table-16 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of Unsuccessful and Highly successful 
Entrepreneurs on Self-confidence 
Unsuccessful 
Highly 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
0.617 
0.000 
SD 
1.142 
0.000 
t 
4.149 
P 
P<.01 
Table 16 shows that differ significantly on Low self-confidence (t = 
4.149, p<.01) Unsuccessfiil entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores 
on Low self-confidence (Mean = 0.617) than highly successfiil entrepreneurs 
CMean = .000). 
Table-17 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of Unsuccessful and Highly successful 
Entrepreneurs on Self-confidence 
Unsuccessful 
Highly 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
3.567 
5.083 
SD 
2.020 
0.759 
t 
5.399 
P 
P<.01 
It may be seen fi-om table 17 that Unsuccessful and Highly successful 
entrepreneurs differ significantly on High self-confidence (t = 5.399, p<.01). 
Highly successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on High 
self-Confidence (t = 5.083) than Unsuccessful entrepreneurs (Mean = 3.567). 
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Table-18 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of Unsuccessful and Moderately successful 
Entrepreneurs on Locus of Control 
Unsuccessful 
Moderately 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
2.533 
6.050 
SD 
3.122 
3.243 
t 
6.001 
P 
P<.01 
Table 18 shows that there is significant difference between Unsuccessful 
jmd Moderately successfiil entrepreneurs on Internal locus of control (t = 6.001, 
p<.01). Moderately successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean 
scores on Internal locus of control (Mean = 6.050) than unsuccessful 
entrepreneurs (Mean = 2.533). 
Table-19 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of Unsuccessful and Moderately successful 
Entrepreneurs on Locus of Control 
Unsuccessful 
Moderately 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
1.000 
0.667 
SD 
2.000 
1.700 
t 
0.976 
P 
p>.05 
Table 19 depicts that there is no significant difference between 
Unsuccessful and Moderately successful entrepreneurs on Mixed locus of control 
(t = .976, p>.05). Unsuccessful entrepreneurs scored high mean scores on Mixed 
locus of control (Mean = 1.000) than moderately successful entrepreneurs (Mean 
-0.667). 
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Table-20 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of Unsuccessful and Moderately successful 
Entrepreneurs on Locus of Control 
Unsuccessful 
Moderately 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
1.350 
0.317 
SD 
1.778 
1.072 
t 
3.823 
P 
P<.01 
Table 20 shows that there is significant difference between Unsuccessfiil 
and Moderately successful entrepreneurs on External locus of control (t = 3.823, 
p<.01). Unsuccessful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on 
External locus of control (Mean = 1.350) than moderately successful 
entrepreneurs (Mean = 0.317). 
Table-21 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of Unsuccessful and Moderately successful 
Entrepreneurs on Self confidence 
Unsuccessful 
Moderately 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
0.617 
0.333 
SD 
1.142 
0.925 
t 
1.481 
P 
P>.05 
It may be seen from table 21 that there is no significant difference 
between Unsuccessful and moderately successful entrepreneurs on Low self-
confidence (t = 1.481, p>.05). Unsuccessful entrepreneurs scored high mean 
scores on Low self-confidence (Mean =,617) than moderately successful 
entrepreneurs (Mean = 0.333). 
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Table-22 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of Unsuccessful and Moderately successful 
Entrepreneurs of Self confidence 
Unsuccessful 
Moderately 
successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
3.567 
2.020 
SD 
4.483 
1.775 
t 
2.619 
P 
P<.05 
Table 22 shows that there is significant difference between Unsuccessful 
and moderately successful entrepreneurs on High self-confidence (t = 2.619, 
p<.05). Unsuccessful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scored on 
High self-confidence (Mean =3.567) than moderately successfiil entrepreneurs 
(Mean = 2.020). 
Table-23 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of moderately successful and highly 
successful Entrepreneurs on Locus of control 
Moderately 
Successful 
Highly 
Successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
6.050 
7.850 
SD 
3.243 
0.833 
t 
4.130 
P 
P<.01 
Table 23 shows that moderately successful and highly successful 
entrepreneurs differ significantly on internal locus of control (t = 4.130, p<.01). 
Highly successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on internal 
locus of control (Mean = 7.850) than moderately successful entrepreneurs (mean 
= 6.050). 
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Table-24 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of moderately successful and highly 
successful Entrepreneurs on Locus of control 
Moderately 
Successful 
Highly 
Successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
0.667 
0.000 
SD 
1.700 
0.000 
t 
3.013 
P 
P<.01 
It is clear from table 24 that there is significant difference between 
moderately successful and highly successful entrepreneurs on mixed locus of 
control (t = 3.13, p<.01). Moderately successful entrepreneurs scored on 
significantly high mean scores on mixed locus of control (Mean = 0.667) than 
highly successful entrepreneurs (mean = 3.013). 
Table-25 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of moderately successful and highly 
successful Entrepreneurs on Locus of control 
Moderately 
Successful 
Highly 
Successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
0.317 
0.000 
SD 
1.072 
0.000 
t 
2.268 
P 
P<.05 
Table 25 shows that moderately successfol entrepreneurs and highly 
successful entrepreneurs differ significantly on external locus of control (t = 
2.268, p<.05). Moderately successful entrepreneurs scored on significantly high 
mean scores on external locus of control (Mean = 3.17) than highly successful 
entrepreneurs (mean = 0.000). 
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Table-27 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of moderately successful and highly 
successful Entrepreneurs on Self-confidence 
Moderately 
Successful 
Highly 
Successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
4.483 
5.083 
SD 
1.775 
0.759 
t 
2.388 
P 
P<.05 
Table 27 illustrates that moderately successfiil entrepreneurs and highly 
successful entrepreneurs differ significantly on high self confidence (t = 2.388, 
p<.05). Highly successful entrepreneurs scored on significantly high mean X 
scores on high self confidence (Mean = 5.083) than moderately successful 
entrepreneurs (mean = 4.483). 
Table-26 
Indicating Mean S D and t value of Moderately successful and highly 
successful Entrepreneurs on Self-confidence 
Moderately 
Successful 
Highly 
Successful 
N 
60 
60 
Mean 
0.333 
0.000 
SD 
0.925 
0.000 
t 
2.768 
P 
P<.05 
Table 26 reveals that there is significant difference between moderately 
successful and highly successful entrepreneurs on low Self-confidence (t = 2.768, 
p<.05). Moderately successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean 
scores on low self confidence (Mean = 0.333) than highly successful 
entrepreneurs (mean = .000). 
Table-28 
Indicating the frequencies of three levels of Entrepreneurship with respect to 
Locus of control 
Locus of 
control 
Internal 
Mixed 
External 
Highly 
Successful 
Entrepreneurs 
50 
(40.00) 
5.00 
(8.33) 
5 
(11.67) 
60 
Moderately 
Successful 
Entrepreneurs 
46 
(40.00) 
8 
(8.33) 
6 
(11.67) 
60 
Unsuccessful 
Entrepreneurs 
24 
(40.00) 
12 
(8.33) 
24 
(11.67) 
60 
120 
25 
35 
180 
X' = 30.48 
Table 28 shows that highly successful, moderately successful and 
Unsuccessful entrepreneurs differ significantly on Locus of control (x^ = 30.48, 
p<.01). 
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Table-29 
Indicating the frequencies of three levels of Entrepreneur with respect to 
Self-confidence 
Self-
confidence 
Low 
High 
Highly 
Successfiil 
Entrepreneurs 
5 
(8.67) 
55 
(51.33) 
60 
Moderately 
Successful 
Entrepreneurs 
7 
(8.67) 
53 
(51.33) 
60 
Unsuccessful 
Entrepreneurs 
14 
(8.67) 
46 
(51.33) 
60 
26 
154 
180 
X' = 4.20 
Table 29 indicates that highly successful, moderately successful and 
Unsuccessful entrepreneurs do not differ significantly with respect to Self-
confidence (x^ = 4.20, p>.05). 
Table-30 
Indicating the frequencies of three levels of Entrepreneurship with respect to 
Age 
Age(Yrs) 
Age (18-35) Young 
age group 
Age (36-50) Middle 
age group 
Age (50+) 
Old age group 
Highly 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
24 
(25.33) 
25 
(24.33) 
11 
(10.33) 
60 
Moderately 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
24 
(25.33) 
25 
(24.33) 
11 
(10.33) 
60 
Unsuccessful 
Entrepreneurs 
28 
(25.33) 
23 
(24.33) 
09 
(10.33) 
60 
76 
73 
31 
180 
X =0.783 
Table 30 shows that highly successful entrepreneurs and moderately 
successful and Unsuccessful entrepreneurs do not differ significantly with respect 
to Age (x^ = 0.783, p>.05). 
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Table-31 
Indicating the frequencies of three levels of Entrepreneurship with respect to 
Religion 
Religion 
Muslim 
Non-
Muslim 
Highly 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
10 
(10.66) 
50 
(49.33) 
60 
Moderately 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
10 
(10.66) 
50 
(49.33) 
60 
Unsuccessful 
Entrepreneurs 
12 
(10.66) 
48 
(49.33) 
60 
32 
148 
180 
X' = 0.301 
Table 31 illustrates that highly successful, moderately successful and 
Unsuccessful entrepreneurs do not differ significantly with respect to religion (% 
= 0.301, p>.05). 
Table-32 
Indicating the frequencies of three levels of Entrepreneurship with respect to 
Educational Stream 
Educational 
stream 
Science 
Commerce 
Arts 
Technical 
, . . . . • 
Highly 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
14 
(14.33) 
23 
(23.33) 
22 
(21) 
01 
(1.33) 
60 
Moderately 
successfiil 
Entrepreneurs 
14 
(14.33) 
23 
(23.33) 
22 
(21) 
01 
(1.33) 
60 
Unsuccessful 
Entrepreneurs 
15 
(14.33) 
24 
(23.33) 
19 
(21) 
02 
(1.33) 
60 
43 
70 
63 
4 
180 
X' = 0.855 
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Table 32 reveals that highly successfiil, moderately successful and 
Unsuccessful entrepreneurs do not differ significantly with respect to Educational 
stream (x^ = 0.855, p>.05). 
Table-33 
Indicating the frequencies of three levels of Entrepreneurship with respect to 
Academic performance 
Academic 
performance 
l^Div. 
2"''Div. 
3"* Div. 
Highly 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
30 
(26.66) 
29 
(31.33) 
01 
(2) 
60 
Moderately 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
30 
(26.66) 
29 
(31.33) 
01 
(2) 
60 
Unsuccessful 
Entrepreneurs 
20 
(26.66) 
36 
(31.33) 
04 
(2) 
60 
80 
94 
6 
180 
X-6.541 
Table 33 shows that Highly successful, moderately successful and 
Unsuccessfiil entrepreneurs do not differ significantly with respect to Academic 
performance {y^ = 6.541, p>.05). 
Table-34 
Indicating the frequencies of three levels of Entrepreneurship with respect to 
Work experience 
Work 
experience 
0-lOYrs 
n -20Yrs 
2]Yrs+ 
^-1.763 
Highly 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
23 
(24.66) 
17 
(15.33) 
20 
(20) 
60 
Moderately 
successfiil 
Entrepreneurs 
23 
(24.66) 
17 
(15.33) 
20 
(20) 
60 
Unsuccessful 
Entrepreneurs 
28 
(24.66) 
12 
(15.33) 
20 
(20) 
60 
74 
46 
60 
180 
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Table 34 shows that highly successful, moderately successful and 
Unsuccessful entrepreneurs do not differ significantly with respect to Work 
experience (x^ = 1.763, p >.05). 
Table-35 
Indicating the frequencies of three levels of Entrepreneurship with respect to 
Family system 
Family 
system 
Joint 
Nuclear 
Highly 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
45 
(44) 
15 
(16) 
60 
Moderately 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
45 
(44) 
15 
(16) 
60 
Unsuccessful 
Entrepreneurs 
42 
(44) 
18 
(16) 
60 
132 
48 
180 
X =0.508 
Table 35 indicates that highly successful, moderately successful and 
Unsuccessful entrepreneurs do not differ significantly with respect to Family 
system {y^ = 0.508, p >.05). 
Table-36 
Indicating the frequencies of three levels of Entrepreneurship with respect to 
Mobilization of various resources 
Mobilization of 
various resources 
Own 
Loan 
Own and Loan 
Highly 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
44 
(47.66) 
07 
(4.66) 
09 
(7.66) 
60 
Moderately 
successful 
Entrepreneurs 
44 
(47.66) 
07 
(4.66) 
09 
(7.66) 
60 
Unsuccessfiil 
Entrepreneurs 
55 
(47.66) 
00 
(4.66) 
05 
(7.66) 
60 
143 
14 
23 
180 
X -10.093 
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Table 36 shows that Highly successful, moderately successful and 
Unsuccessfiil entrepreneurs differ significantly with respect to Mobilization of 
various resources (x = 10.093, p<.05). 
Discussion 
Result shows Unsuccessful entrepreneurs take more risk in comparison 
s;uccessful entrepreneurs. The resuh corroborates the earlier study. Bowen and 
Hisrich 1988 stated that the usual interpretation of a risk taker is someone who in 
the context of a business venture pursues a business idea when the probability of 
succeeding is low. This may be argued that Unsuccessful entrepreneurs have no 
other option than to go for risk. While the successful entrepreneurs would not 
easily go for taking risk apprehendmg losing whatever they have. 
Resuh also shows that successful entrepreneurs scored high mean scores 
tlian Unsuccessfiil entrepreneurs on achievement. Chell, Haworth and Breaarley 
(1991) stated m his study that high achievers prefer striving to achieve targets 
which represent both the challenge and are not beyond their capabilities. The high 
achievers are interested in concrete knowledge (money as a measure of success) 
of the results of their decisions (Sexton and Smilor 1986). McClelland concludes 
that a high need for achievement drives people to become entrepreneurs. Hundal 
(1968) also found in this study that the fast progressing entrepreneurs had higher 
need for achievement as compared to their counterparts. He found that the 
aspiration achievement motivation and inventory tendency were associated with a 
faster rate of industrial growth. Singh and Singh (19711) showed that progressive 
successfiil group of entrepreneurs had high need for achievement scores are 
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compared to other groups which clearly shown that need for achievement is 
unquestionably an important constituent of a successful entrepreneurs. 
Result also shows that highly successful entrepreneurs are more powerful 
than Unsuccessful entrepreneurs. Ghiselli (1971) supports this fmding. He states 
iJiat need for power seems to be important for entrepreneurs by the vary nature of 
their job need to actively supervise others and manipulate them in order to 
achieve organizational goals. Power is viewed as capacity to influence other's 
behavior (Likert&Likert, 1976). 
Timons et al. (1985) made a strong association between success and the 
degree of risk taking. According to them it has been argued that giver that some 
risk of failure must be attached to any business under taking than that some risk 
of failure must be attached to any business under taking the successful 
entrepreneurs is one who takes calculated risks. Result also shows that highly 
successful entrepreneurs scored high scores on affiliation in comparison to 
successfiil entrepreneurs. 
Result shows that there is significant difference between unsuccessful and 
highly successful entrepreneurs on internal locus of control. Highly successful 
entrepreneurs scored high mean scores on internal locus of control than 
unsuccessful entrepreneurs (Table 13). 
Result also shows that unsuccessful and moderately successful 
entrepreneurs differ significantly on internal locus of control. Moderately 
successful entrepreneurs scored high/mean scores on internal locus of control 
thcin unsuccessful entrepreneurs (Table 18). Result also shows that moderately 
successful and highly successful entrepreneurs differ significantly on internal 
locus of control. Highly successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean 
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scores locus of control in comparison to moderately successful entrepreneurs 
(Table 23). 
Chen, Green, and Crick (1998) support the finding. They concluded in 
their study that individual who are reluctant in believing in then- ability to control 
the environment through their actions, would also be expected to be reluctant to 
assume the risks that starting a business entails. Brockhaus and Nord (1980) also 
found in their study that entrepreneurs are more internal in their locus of control 
beliefs when compare to managers. 
Result also shows that unsuccessfiil and highly successful entrepreneurs 
differ significantly on mixed locus of control. Unsuccessful entrepreneurs scored 
high mean scores on mixed locus of control than highly successful entrepreneurs 
(Table 14). Result also depicts that unsuccessful entrepreneurs scored 
significantly high mean scores on mixed locus of control than moderately 
successful entrepreneurs (Table 19). It can also be conclude firom results that 
moderately successful entrepreneurs scored high mean scores on mixed locus of 
control I comparison to highly successful entrepreneurs (Table 24). Sarupria 
(1981) found that successful entrepreneurs scored significantly higher on internal 
locus of control than the unsuccessful entrepreneurs. Further, the study revealed 
that successful entrepreneurs attributed their success and failure to their ability 
and opportunity, whereas the unsuccessful ones attributed it to luck and 
opportunity. 
Brockhaus (1980) also found in his study that the founders of the successful 
business had a higher internal locus of control than the founder of those 
businesses which had subsequently ceased to exist. Result also indicates that 
unsuccessfiil entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on external 
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locus of control than highly successful entrepreneurs (Table 15). Results shows 
that unsuccessful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on external 
locus of than moderately successful entrepreneurs (Table 20). Result also shows 
that moderately successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean scores on 
external locus of control than highly successful entrepreneurs. 
Result shows that unsuccessful and highly successful entrepreneurs differ 
significantly on low self-confidence. Unsuccessful entrepreneurs scored 
significantly high mean scores on low self-confidence than highly successful 
entrepreneurs (Table 16). Result also shows that there is no significant difference 
between unsuccessful and moderately successful entrepreneurs on low self-
confidence (Table 21). Result also reveals that there is significant difference 
between moderately successful and highly successfiil entrepreneurs on low self-
confidence. Moderately successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean 
scores on low self-confidence than highly successful entrepreneurs (Table 26). 
Resuh shows that highly successful entrepreneurs scored significantly 
high mean scores on high self-confidence than unsuccessful entrepreneurs (Table 
17). Result also shows that Unsuccessful entrepreneurs scored high mean scores 
on high self-confidence than moderately successful entrepreneurs (Table 22). 
Flesult shows that highly successful entrepreneurs scored significantly high mean 
scores on high self-confidence than moderately successful entrepreneurs. 
Result also shows that highly successful entrepreneurs, moderately 
successful entrepreneurs and unsuccessful entrepreneurs do not differ 
significantly with respect to age. Sinha and Cahubey (1972) found that age and 
economic development have some interactional effect on entrepreneurship. 
Results indicated that others belonging to the old age group especially m 
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underdeveloped villages had a stronger motive to avoid failure than the motive to 
achieve success. Patel (1970) conducted a study and found that about 78 percent 
of the entrepreneurs were of the 26 to 40 years of age group. Chaudhary (1980) 
found age group of 30 years and below to be closely associated moderately high 
success especially in case of the managers of District Industries. 
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CHAPTER- V 
Conclusion 
and further 
research 
suggestion 
Conclusion 
This study has led to certain conclusions; 
1. Significant difference was found between unsuccessfiil and highly 
successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking behavior. 
2. Significant difference was found between unsuccessful and highly 
successful entrepreneurs on Achievement. 
3. Significant difference was found between Unsuccessful and highly 
successful entrepreneurs on Power. 
4. Significant difference was found between unsuccessful and highly 
successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking Affiliation. 
5. Significant difference was found between unsuccessfiil and moderately 
successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking behavior. 
6. Significant difference was found between unsuccessful and moderately 
successful entrepreneurs on Achievement. 
7.' Significant difference was found between unsuccessful and moderately 
successfiil entrepreneurs on Power. 
8. Significant difference was found between unsuccessful and moderately 
successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking Affiliation. 
9. Significant difference was found between moderately successfiil and 
highly successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking behavior. 
10. Significant diflference was found between moderately successfiil and 
highly successfiil entrepreneurs on Risk taking Achievement. 
11. No significant difference was found between moderately successful and 
highly successful entrepreneurs on Power. 
12. No significant difference was found between moderately successful and 
highly successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking Affiliation. 
13. Significant difference was found between Unsuccessful and Highly 
successful entrepreneurs on Locus of control. 
14. Significant difference was found between Unsuccessful and Moderately 
successful entrepreneurs on Locus of control, 
15. Significant difference was found between moderately successful and 
highly successful entrepreneurs on Locus of control. 
Suggestions for further research 
1. A fiirther study can be done on semi-organized and unorganized sectors' 
entrepreneurs. 
2. A community level study can also be conducted among the entrepreneurs. 
3. The variables Locus of control, Self-confidence, Motivation and Risk 
taking behavior may also be applicable upon industry workers. 
4. With the help of a large sample size, a more reliable result can be found. 
5. A further research can also be conducted on the entrepreneurs with 
certain other psychological variables. 
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CHAPTER- VI 
Summary 
In the present investigation psycho-demographic variables has been 
taken into consideration as independent variables and entrepreneurial 
behavior as a dependent variable, which implies success of an entrepreneur 
caused by his or her efforts and talents. The thesis comprises of five chapters. 
Chapter-I emphasizes on the introduction of all four variables. 
The term entrepreneur was first coined by Cantillon, a French Banker, 
in the mid of 18* century. According to him the function of an entrepreneur is 
to work in an uncertain atmosphere. He defined an entrepreneur, "The agent 
who buys a means of production at certain prices in order to combine them 
into a product he is going to sell at prices that are uncertain". According to 
him, the function of entrepreneur is to work in an imcertain atmosphere. He 
observed entrepreneur as a kind of person who is engaged in production 
activities and makes certain payments to the owners of production factors in 
expectation of uncertain receipts. But his view was criticized on the ground 
that he emphasized much the element of risk and uncertainty and did not 
include many other aspects of entrepreneurship in his perception. Frank 
Kjiight viewed entrepreneur as a person who takes decisions imder condition 
of 'risk' and uncertainty. 
Entrepreneurs are the specialized group of people who bear risk and 
deal with uncertainty. Entrepreneur is the one who likes to take reasonable 
risks, wants to know how they can turn out as quickly as possible and has 
high degree of need for achievement. 
Chapter II has been devoted to review of literature. This chapter is set to deal 
with relevant studies and researches which sets light on the variables which 
are being used in the present research work. Some researchers found in their 
study that the entrepreneurs belong to all Sectors, service, trading and 
manufacturing. 
Some researcher reviewed historically the development of Parsi 
entrepreneurs during 1750-1850; the Parsis success was attributed to their 
greater ability to adjust themselves to European power and their relative non-
involvement in the earlier civil and military administration. 
The aforesaid studies helped us in evaluating the characteristic qualities of 
regional and ethnic groups in their pursuit of entrepreneurship extensively. 
Some researchers reviewed six articles in the psychologist. Manager journal 
by psychologist entrepreneurs Byham (see record 15609) N.A. comings (see 
record 15610) M.K. Growing (see record 15613) J.E. Langhome (see record 
15617) R. Bob Smith III (see record 15624) & G. W. Watts (see record 
15628) validates their pioneering struggles & contributions. It points out that 
entrepreneurs often try to understand why they break from their peers but tail 
because they depend on a descriptive rather than an explanatory psychology 
in these examples of successfiil psychological entrepreneurship the authors 
explain only minimally how they applied their psychological knowledge to 
management. Their experiences nevertheless constitute encouraging models. 
Some other researchers provide commentary on the six articles by 
W.C. By have (see record 15609) M.A. Cummings (see record 15610) M.K. 
Growing (see record 15613) J.E. Langhore (see record 15617) R. Both smith 
III see record 15624) & watts (see record 15628) in the special sector section 
in this issues of the psychologist manager journal devoted to the psychologist 
entrepreneurs. The authors electrify common themes of psychologist 
entrepreneurs, in levelling vision & desire the ability to raise capitals concern 
with customers needs financial management skills & self promotion identified 
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personal characteristics of psychologist entrepreneurs include ambition self 
efficacy & delimited optimism self confidence & decisiveness a willingness 
to take calculated risks high e.g. resilience high tolerance for ambiguity an 
ability tolerant long periods of deferred gratification & a tendency to work 
hard. The authors also differentiate entrepreneurialism in and out of 
government identifying needed research. 
Some researchers found that business experience was a factor in the success 
of small firms. Another study conducted indicated that strategic planning 
cause's long term success to various business organizations. Other factors for 
success include quality, customer focus, innovative marketing practices, 
flexibility and employee empowerment. Some studies identified that several 
tools for smaller level business success such as good management techniques, 
appropriate operating strategic leadership and time management. Regardless, 
other tools were found to be good fmancial management, pricing strategies 
and motivational strategies for employees etc. 
Chapter III incorporated the method and procedure opted for 
investigation. The study was conducted on 180 entrepreneurs. Of these 60 
were successful, 60 were moderately successful, and 60 were 
unsuccessful entrepreneurs. For measuring achievement motivation 
the researcher had used motivation scale developed by Steers and 
Braunstein, 1976. In this scale the respondents were being instructed 
to give their responses on a five point rating scale i.e. from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree. The test-retest reliability of the scale is .59 
and split half reliability is 0.67. The self-confidence of the 
entrepreneurs is measured through self-confidence scale developed by 
Anita Malik (1996). The test-retest reliability of this scale was found 
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to be 0.56 and the split-half reliability was found be 0.48 etc.The risk 
taking behaviour of entrepreneurs is measured through a verbal 
measure of risk taking developed by N. P Chaubey.the locus of 
control of the entrepreneurs is measured through Rotter's locus of 
control scale. 
Following steps were followed during collection of the data A proper 
rapport was established with the respondents by explaining the importance 
£ind relevance of the study the subjects were given the tests and schedules to 
fill up their responses. However, the procedure of every manual instruction 
was strictly followed. Instructions which forms a part of the research 
instrument were read out to the subjects before administrating the tool. Care 
vi'as taken so that all the questions were answered with no skipping. 
Respondents were also asked to answered all the questions honestly. After all 
the doubts are cleared to the subjects, the instruments were given to the 
subjects for filling up their responses. 
As the respondents were made obtained the information schedule was 
filled followed by motivation scale. Self confidence scale. Locus of control 
(one after and their) and A verbal Mearure of Risk Taking behavour. In the 
course of the data collection, entrepreneurs were encouraged to share the 
reasons which they felt were responsible for the success, failure or average 
performance, whatever the case may be. The whole administration for each 
subject was dependent on how the subjects actively responded till certain 
questions. Some entrepreneurs due to the busy schedules requested it to 
continue in any following day, which were agreed up so as to avoid their 
unwillingness and also to get their responses at best accuracy. For the 
scientific explanation of any finding we use statistical technique. 
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Statistics provide very clear picture of the result. Statistical treatment 
is inevitable and necessary for measurement of the reliability pattern. 
In the present study the researcher used Chi Square test and t-test to 
fulfill research objectives. 
Chapter IV is devoted to result and discussion. The results conclude 
that significant difference was found between unsuccessful and highly 
successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking behaviour. Significant difference was 
found between unsuccessful and highly successful entrepreneurs on 
Achievement. Significant difference was found between Unsuccessful and 
highly successful entrepreneurs on Power. Significant difference was found 
between unsuccessful and highly successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking 
Affiliation. Significant difference was found between unsuccessful and 
moderately successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking behavior. Significant 
difference was found between unsuccessful and moderately successful 
entrepreneurs on Achievement. Significant difference was found between 
unsuccessful and moderately successful entrepreneurs on Power. Significant 
difference was found between unsuccessful and moderately successful 
entrepreneurs on Risk taking Affiliation. Significant difference was found 
between moderately successful and highly successful entrepreneurs on Risk 
talking behavior. Significant difference was found between moderately 
successful and highly successful entrepreneurs on Risk taking Achievement. No 
significant difference was found between moderately successful and highly 
successful entrepreneurs on Power. No significant difference was found 
between moderately successful and highly successful entrepreneurs on Risk 
taking Affiliation. Significant difference was found between Unsuccessful and 
Highly successful entrepreneurs on Locus of control. Significant difference was 
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found between Unsuccessful and Moderately successful entrepreneurs on Locus 
of control. Significant difference was found between moderately successful and 
highly successful entrepreneurs on Locus of control. 
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Appendix-1 
Appendix - A 
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
A. Biographical Background 
(1) Name 
(2) Age 
(a) Present 
(b) At the time of 
startup of Enterprise 
(3) Sex 
(4) Religion 
(5) Economic Status 
(6) Residence 
(Prior to the start of 
enterprise) 
Present Residence 
(7) Migrational Status 
(8) Educational Level: 
(a) Type of education 
(b) Type of schooling 
(9) Academic Performance 
(10) Work Experience: 
(a) No. of years of experience 
(b) Type of experience 
(c) Level (Position) 
(d) Type of organization 
Higher/Upper Middle/Middle/ 
Lower Middle (as per your own 
assessment 
Inter State/Inter District 
Science/Commerce/ArtsA'echnical 
Public/Private/Govt./Missionary 
High (60-70%) 
Medium (2"''Div.) 
Low(3"^Div.) 
Technical/Non-technical 
Public/Private 
(11) Your order of birth 
in family 
(12) Marital status 
(13) No. of children 
Family Background 
Son Daughters 
(Give your perception during childhood before completing education and marriage which 
ever is earlier) 
(14) Type of Family : 
(a) Joint : 
(b) Nuclear : 
(15) Occupation of Father : 
(a) Agriculture 
(b) Service 
(c) Trading/Business 
(16) Socio-economic Status: 
(17) Father Education 
(18) Migration 
Technical/Non-technical 
(19) Family Environment : 
(a) Conducive/Non conducive 
(b) Supportive/Non supportive 
Enterprises Background 
(20) What is the type of Industry : 
run by you 
(21) What is the form of organization: 
(a) Family type 
(Proprietorship & partnership) 
(b) Pvt. Ltd. : 
(c) Public Ltd. : 
(d) Joint Sector : 
(22) Geographical Location of your : 
enterprise 
from abroad/Inter state/Inter district/ 
No migration 
(Write yes or No) 
(23) Size of enterprise : 
(intennsofsales) 
(24) Performance : 
(in terms of growth rate of sales) 
(25) How did you get the idea of 
present product or services 
(26) Mobilisation of various resources : 
(27) Major supports : 
(28) Difficulties you faced at the : 
Startup 
(29) Did you undergo any Entrepreneur : 
motivation programme 
(30) If yes, what was its duration and who 
conducted it? 
(31) What are your fiiture plans for growth 
and development 

InatructJon 
You aie requested to read the following Btatexnents carefully 
and tick mark (v ) whether you a£ree more with choice 
A or choice B. 
R 
1. Haking a lot of money ie 1. Promotions are earned through 
largely matter of getting the hard work and pereJetence 
right breacke 
2. I have noticed that there ie 2. Many times the reactions of 
uaally a direct connection teachers seem haphazard to oe 
between how hard I study and 
the grades I get 
3. The number of divorces 3. Marriage is Dargely a gamble 
indicates that more and more 
people are not trying to make 
their marriages work 
4. It is silly to think that one 4. Uhen I am right I can con-
can really change another vience others 
person's basic attitudes. 
5 Getting promoted ie really a 5. In our society a person's 
matter of being a little future earning power is depcn-
luckier than the next person dent upon his or her ability 
6. If one knows how to deal with 6. I have little influence over 
people they are really quite the way other people behave 
easily 1ed. 
7. The grades 1 make are the 7. Sometimes I feel that I have 
result of my own efforts; luck little to-do with the grades 
has little or nothing to_do_ _. I get.. ._.L^  __. . _. 
withit. " 
8. People like me can change the 8. It XB only wiahful thinking to 
course of world affairs if we believe that one can readily 
make ourselves heard. influence what happens in our 
society at large 
9. A great deal that happens to 9. I am the master of my fate 
me is probably a matter of 
chance 
10. Getting along with people is 10. It is almost impossible to 
a skill that must be practiced figureout how to please some 
people 

Appendix - B 
A VERBAL MEASURE OF RISK TAKING 
By 
Dr. N.P. Chaubey 
Indian Academy of Social Sciences, Allahabad 
Name 
Education. Age Sex 
Faither's occupation Monthly Income 
Address 
Instruction: 
A description of some events related to life are given here. Each of us go through 
such situations when we have to choose are altemative out of two. Often one 
alternative is more riskful than the other. One is more gainful than the other. Several 
altemative answers are given for the riskiul task. If you desire to do a work given in a 
situation then please state what degree of risk will you like to take while doing it. 
Tick (V) mark to the degree of risk to which you agree. 
1. Shyam is a simple farmer. He has good relation with his own village-
folk and the neighbouring villagers. He is also the member of a 
political party. His party has much influence in his area. This time, his 
party members have requested Shyam to fight in the election of 
M.L.A. Shyam also wanted to do so but in doing so be will have to 
bear the loss of money because the party is financially very tight. 
Besides the opposition party will criticize him. 
Suppose you have to suggest Shyam. Shyam has equal chances of 
winning as well loosing. What will be the minimal chance of winning 
when you will suggest him to fight the election? 
(a). One out of ten chance of winning 
(b) Three out of ten chance of winning. 
(c) Five out of ten chance of winning. 
(d) Seven out of ten chance of winning. 
(e) Nine out often chance of winning. 
(f) Shyam should not fight the election even if his winning is definite. 
2. Mohan is a wealthy farmer. Recently he has been found to suffer from 
heart disease. The only cure of this disease is operation. If he does'nt 
go through operation, he will suffer whole life. If the operation is 
successful then Mohan will become allright but if it fails then Mohan 
might die. 
Suppose you are to suggest him. Then what will be the minimal 
chance of success of the operation when you will suggest him to go 
through it? 
(a) Mohan shouldn't go through operation even if there are much chance [ ] 
of its success. 
(b) Nine out often chances are of its success. [ ] 
(c) Five out often chances are of its success. [ ] 
(d) Three out often chances are of its success. [ ] 
(e) One out often chances are of its success. [ ] 
3. Kallu has been sowing the old traditional seeds in his farm from 
which he get grain, sufficient for the whole year only. Government 
officials have suggested him to so he can get four times more grains 
but it may need more fertilization and manure. If he fails to do so then 
it may give him much less grains than that form the old seeds. 
Suppose if kallu wants to take your suggestion. There is equal 
possibility of increment and decrements in grains would you suggest 
him to so new type seeds ? 
(a) One out often chances. 
(b) Three out often chances. 
(c) Five out of ten chances. 
(d) Seven out of ten chances. 
(e) Nine out often chances. 
(f) Kallu should not sow new seeds even if it is definite that the outcome 
will increase. 
4. Paltu is a simple businessman of a village. He has small shop in the 
village from which he earns for his living. He has deposited ten 
thousand rupees from his business. Recently an agent of a new 
company had come to him suggesting that if he gives his money to the 
company then he may become very rich. But this company is quite 
new tliere is no surely of its running over properly. If the company 
runs nicely then Paltu can become rich but if the company fails, he 
may even have to sell his left over property. 
Suppose Paltu comes to you for suggestion. The chance of 
company's success and failure are given below. In what condition will 
you suggest. Paltu to invest money in the company. 
(a) Paltu shouldn't money in the company even if it is definite that the [ ] 
company will succeed. 
(b) Nine out of ten chances are of success. 
(c) Seven out of ten chances are of success. 
(d) Five out often chances are of success. 
(e) Three out of ten chances are of success. 
(f) One out of ten chances are of success. 
5. Ramesh is a village school master. His service is permanent through 
which he earns very little. Recently he come to know that a new 
school has opened at a distance from his house. He can earn more in 
this school and quickly attain a good position but there is no surety of 
whether the school will function well or not. 
Suppose you are to give suggestion to Ramesh. The chances of 
school's functioning is given below. In what condition will you 
suggest Ramesh to quit the old job and join the new one? 
(a) When there is one out often chances of school's functioning well. 
(b) When there is three out often chances of school's functioning well. 
(c) When there is five out of ten chances of school's functioning well. 
(d) Where there is seven out often chances of school's functioning well. 
(e) When there is nine out often chances of school's functioning well. 
(f) Will not suggest Ramesh to quite the old one even if it is definite that 
the school will functioning well. 
6. Mahesh is a simple farmer. His son is studying in high school. His son 
wants to go in medicinal line. Mahesh knows that if his son becomes a 
doctor, he will lead a happy life. But he doesn't have enough money 
for his education. He fears that he may have to sell all his land for his 
son's education and it is quite possible that his son may not become a 
doctor as well. 
Suppose you are to suggest Ramesh. The chances of becoming a 
Doctor is given below. What will be the minimal chance of becoming 
a Doctor when you would suggest Mahesh to let his son get medical 
education? 
(a)' Even if it is definite that the son may become a doctor but Maesh [ ] 
shouldn't let his son get medical education. 
(b) None out often chances are of becoming doctor. 
(c) Seven out of ten chances are of becoming doctor. 
(d) Five out often chances are of becoming doctor. 
(e) Three out of ten chances are of becoming doctor. 
(f) One out of ten chances are of becoming doctor. 
7. Recently dispute developed between Ghanshyam and Shanker for 
land. Shanker had taken more than half of the land of Ghanshyam. 
Some of the villagers asked Ghanshyam to lodge case against Shanker 
while some suggested him to compromise with Shanker. In 
compromise Ghanshyam will have to give one fourth part of his land 
to Shanker. But if he wins the case besides getting all his own land he 
will also get a part of Shanker's land whereby on loosing he may. 
Suppose you are to give suggestion to Ghanshyam. There are 
equal chances of winning as well loosing the case. What will be the 
minimal chances of winning the case of Ghanshyam you will suggest 
him to lodge case against Shanker? 
(a) One out often chances are of winning [ ] 
(b) Three out often chances are of winning, 
(c). Five out of ten chances are of winning. 
(d) Five out of ten chances are of winning. 
(e) Nine out of ten chances are of winning. 
(f) Ghanshyam shouldn't file case against Shanker even if his winning 
the case is definite. 
8. Ramkripal is a simple farmer. He is about 30 years old. He has three 
sons and two daughters. He does not get enough fi-om his land even 
for a year for his family. Recently officers fi-om Family Planning 
department had come to his house and suggested him for family 
planning. If he does'nt adopts family planning then number of 
children will go on increasing every year and he may not be able to 
educate them. If he adopts family planning then he will get an amount 
of five thousand rupees fi-om the Government and can lead a pappy 
life. But family planning sometimes fails and after the operation an 
individual becomes diseased. 
Suppose you are to give suggestion to Ramkripal. There are equal 
chances of success and failure. In what condition will you suggest 
Ramkripal to go through, family planning? 
(a) Ramkripal should not go through family planning operation even if its [ 
success is definite. 
(b) When there are nine out of ten chances of success. 
(c) When there are seven out of ten chances of success, 
(d) When there are five out of ten chances of success. 
(e) When there are three out often chances of success. 
(f) When there are one out often chances of success. 
Appendix- IV 
APPENDIX—C 
MOTIVATION SCALE 
For each of the following slalements, circle the number that most closeiy agrees with how 
you feel. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
1. I try very hard to improve my past 1 2 3 4 5 
performance of work. 
2. I enjoy competition & winning. 1 2 .l 4 5 
3. I often find myself talking to those aroiinel I 2 3 4 5 
me about nonwork matters. 
4. 1 enjoy a difllcult challenge I 2 3 4 5 
5. I enjoy being in charge. 1 2 3 4 5 
6 1 want to be liked by others 1 2 3 4 5 
7. 1 want to know how.l am progressing 1 2 3 4 5 
as I complete tasks 
8. I confront people who do things 1 2 3 4 5 
I disagree with 
9. I tend to build close relationships with 1 
co-workers. 
10. 1 enjoy setting & achieving realistic goals 1 
11. 1 enjoy informing other people to get I 
iny way 
12. I enjoy belonging to groups and 1 2 3 4 5 
organisations 
13. I enjoy the satisfaction of completing 1 2 3 4 5 
a difficult task. 
14. I often work to gain more control over I 2 3 4 5 
tlie events around me. 
15. 1 enjoy working with others than 1 2 3 4 5 
working alone 
Appendix- V 
APPENDIX—D 
SELF CONFIDENCE SCALE 
Please indicate wlietlier the foliowing statement holds true of false. 
I. When things go wrong I pity or blame mvscif 
2. I can usually make up my mind and stick to it. 
3. I often feel helpless. 
4. 1 have enough faith in myself 
5. Usually I am dissatisfied with myself 
6. I have periods of such restlesness that I cannot sit long in a chair. 
7. I need someone to push me through the things. 
8. I often fee that in life's competition, 1 am generally the loser. 
9. I day dream often. 
10. 1 am usually discouraged when the opinions of others differ from my own. 
11. I do not care much for that other think of nie 
12. I often cross the street to avoid meeting some people known me 
13. I usually work things out for myself rather than get someone to show me. 
14. Life is a strain for me most of the time. 
15. I tend to worry over possible troubles. 
16. If given a chance, I would do something that would be great help to the 
world. 
